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1. DREXEL RECORD 
 
Drexel Credits from Graduate Level Courses: 54 (MSc in Communication Science) 
GPA: 3.8 
 
Teaching Assistant Obligations 
 Completed Special Courses EDU 775, EDU 531, Office of Graduate Studies, 2007-08 
 TA: Principles of Communication (3 sections) 
 TA: Principles of Communication, Mass Media and Society (2 sections) 
 TA: Computer Assisted Data Analysis, Research Methods I (2 sections) 
 TA: Elementary Modern Greek I, Elementary Modern Greek II (2 sections) 
 TA: Elementary Modern Greek II, Introduction to Greek Folklore (2 sections) 
 TA: Elementary Modern Greek I, Elementary Modern Greek III (2 sections) 
 
Graduate Student Day Distinctions: 
 TA Teaching Award (Certificate of Excellence), 2008 
 TA Teaching Award Nominee, 2009 
 
 
Conference Presentations 
 
 Katerinakis Theodoros, paper 2009, “Greek Philotimo: An Ethical Mindset in Social 
Networks Ties of Cooperative Banking”, 22nd Annual Conference of the European Business 
Ethics Network (EBEN 2009)/ Special Track on “Virtue in Business and Management”, 
Athens, Greece, on 10-12 September, 2009 (accepted for presentation 
http://www.eben.gr/intro/index.html). 
 Katerinakis Theodoros, paper 2008, “Greek Mother Tongue in World Bank: Zolotas’s 
Unified Speeches as a Global Logion”, World Congress on Specialized Translation - 
Languages and Intercultural Dialogue in Globalizing World – Proceedings, Edited by: Unión 
Latina, ISBN: 978-9-291220-40-3, Havana Cuba 
 Katerinakis Theodoros, paper 2008, The Universal Hellenic Mother Tongue: Zolotas’s 
Unified Speeches (homilies) as a Global Logion, AFGLC Conference, USF, Tampa 
(http://www.afglc.org/Greek%20Forum%20proof%202008.pdf) 
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 Katerinakis Theodoros, presentation (pending paper) 2008, “Greek Mother Tongue: 
Esoteric Conversation in English with Global Persuasion. The case of Zolotas’s Economist 
Logion”, 9th Biennial Conference of the MGSA of Australia and New Zealand 
“Multidisciplinary Approaches to Greek Studies”, Latrobe University, Australia, 11-13 
December 2008 
(http://www.latrobe.edu.au/greek/assets/downloads/Conference%20Program3read.pdf) 
 
Editorial Work 
 Member of the Editorial Committee, Scientific American Magazine, Greek Edition from Katoptro 
Publications (www.katoptro.gr, www.sciam.gr, 2004-2008) 
 Member of the Scientific Committee, Koinoniko Kentro (Social Center), Quarterly Edition of 
Policy and Civilization, Sideris Publishing, Athens Greece (since 2008) 
  
2. Membership nn Scientific/Professional/Social Organizations   
 
 American Association for the Advancement of Sciences (USA, since 2008) http://www.aaas.org/ 
 International Communication Association (USA, since 2009) 
http://www.icahdq.org/ 
 International Network of Social Network Analysis, (USA, since 2009) 
http://www.insna.org/ 
 Greek Computer Society (Greece, since 1990), http://www.epy.gr/ 
 Greek Society for Operational Research  (Greece, since 1992)  
http://www.eeee.org.gr/UserPages/Index.aspx 
 Economic Chamber of Greece (Greece, since 1994) 
http://www.oe-e.gr/oee_eng.htm 
 Hellenic Society for Terminology (Greece, since 1995)  
http://www.eleto.gr/en/reception.htm 
 Hellenic Management Association, Hellenic Computer Institute (Greece, since 1994)  
http://www.eede.gr/ 
 Hellenic Institute of Internal Auditors (Greece , HIIA since 2003) 
http://www.theiia.org/chapters/index.cfm?cid=286 
 Institute of Internal Auditors (IIA, USA, since 2003), http://www.theiia.org/ 
 The Planetary Society (USA, since 1993), www.planetary.org 
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 Greek Institute of Business Ethics (Greece, EBEN, since 2005), http://www.eben-net.org/ 
 Society of Greek Archivists (Greece, EAE, since 2005), http://www.eae.org.gr/ 
 European Environmental Policy and Law Institute (Greece, EEPALI, since 1997)  
http://www.ekke.gr/estia/eng_pages/mko_po/organoseis/Grenorag/Attiki/49.htm 
 AUEB/Informatics Graduates Union (Greece, since 1993) 
 Association Internationàle des Etudiantes en Sciences Economiques et Commerciàles (Greece, 
AIESEC, 1992-93) http://www.aiesec.org/AI 
 Hellenic National Committee for UNICEF (Greece, since 1993) 
http://www.unicef.org/infobycountry/greece.html 
 WWF Greece (Greece, since 1999), http://www.wwf.gr/ 
 General Consumer Federation (Greece, INKA, since 2001), http://www.inka.gr/ 
 Hellenic Property Federation (Greece, POMIDA, since 2004),  
http://www.pomida.gr/english/index.html 
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3. Professional Experience: Job Description Document for Theodoros Katerinakis, Released 
by: Chairman of the Board & CEO: Mr. Michael Marakakis 
 
Current Employer (since 1997): Cooperative Bank of Chania (Educator, Internal Organization), 34 El. 
Venizelou, 73132, Chania, Crete, Greece, tel: +30-28210- 25500, fax: +30-28210-25555, e-
mail:info@chaniabank.gr, Webpage: www.chaniabank.gr 
 
TITLE Communication Consultant, Internal Organization, Auditor 
ORGANIZATION CHART Auditing Dept 
Reference: Chairman of the Board, CEO, Audit Committee Supervisor 
To be filled by the Organization 
 
LAST NAME        FISRT NAME                                                                 FATHER NAME  
KATERINAKIS     THEODOROS        ANTONIOS 
 
       
JOB TITLE EDUCATOR, INTERNAL ORGANIZATION CONSULTANT, INFORMATION 
AUDITOR 
 
REFERENCE LEVEL Computer Systems Director (computers and installation), Operation Manager 
(organization, everyday- life banking)  
operations, personnel awareness, security issues, intra-bank communication), Chairman & CEO  (inter-bank  
and managerial correspondence, public relations, bank promotion, security, personal projects), Deputy  
Operations (internal installations, operation security, branch communication. For internal auditing issues the  
Internal Auditor Supervisor (internal procedures, information systems issues, operation problems, trouble- shooting). 
COOPERATION LEVEL Operation Manager, Internal Auditor, CCBDS Group, Board Secretariat 
CFO, Branches Managers 
JOB DESCRIPTION Two phases/shifts duty: Teller reconciliation, CCBDS completion (07:30-22:00h) 
CHANIA COOPERATIVE BANK DOCUMENT SYSTEM (CCBDS)[35% total occupation time] 
Document categorization and data type design for the CCBDS System, manage and record the relation with the software 
vendor, trouble- shooting in cooperation with the vendor’s helpdesk and the Computer Center of the Bank. Monitoring and 
auditing of the loan physical (hardcopy) files and document grouping for the CCBDS team. Personnel training for all 
branches. Extended documentation and reporting for hierarchical registries. Progress supervision and evaluation.  Preparation 
of a special edition to present the application as a professional re-engineering solution: "Electronic Document Storage and 
Management: A Live, Methodological Case Study” (forthcoming), Author: Theodoros Katerinakis, Klidarithmos 
Publications, Athens, Greece (royalties granted by the bank for paradigms and developed methodology). 
COMPUTER OPERATION ISSUES [10% total occupation time] 
Monitoring the central banking system on-line operation during service hours in Headquarters Building (user process flow, 
system failures etc), trouble- shooting in peripheral devices, solving office automation issues (production of proof copies, 
storage devices security control, “anti-virus responsible” user operation) for all the complementary non- centralized 
applications. Responsible for internal standardization (documents, records, end- user training, top management awareness 
etc). Logistic supervision for computer and printer supplies and co-administration for the bank supply stock. Liaison between 
the end- user and the information department for malfunctions, user-operation problems, inconsistencies etc. 
INTERNAL ORGANIZATION ISSUES [20% total occupation time] 
In reference to the Operations Manager, performing periodical review of the current procedural chains: pattern documents, 
storage- management and retrieval, related personnel (training, compliance scale). Submit proposals or implement on site 
solutions for workspace, ergonomics, representative patterns, information forms, personnel evaluation, human resources 
training and awareness promotion. Part of this responsibility includes the preparation of booklets, leaflets, informative content 
of internal presentations and public relations. Apart from that, editorial responsibility, data collection and formulation for the 
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Bank΄s Annual Report. In parallel, in direct cooperation with the Operation Manager, responsibility for the Official Internal 
Communication Memos to disseminate information for the branch network and perform as a liaison for the “bottom- up and 
top- down|” managerial communication. Furthermore, the position involves responsibility for specialized correspondence to 
Supervising Authorities (Institutions and Committees) and Collective Institutions, as well as massive group mail scheduling 
and implementation. 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS SUPPORT AND PUBLIC RELATION ISSUES  
[10% total occupation time] 
Periodical preparation of report tables, activity diagrams and evolution charts as input data for the Executive Managerial 
Board and the Board of Directors. Editorial responsibility for the Official Administration and Budget Proposal. 
Organizational responsibility for special events (opening ceremonies, publicity campaigns, social events etc) and coordination 
for the necessary support to contractors. Operation and restriction measures of the public address voice system. Primary 
responsibility for Bank’s Annual Reports and public events. 
TRAINING AND INTRA-BANK INFORMATION  [10% total occupation time] 
Training and familiarization of the new personnel, upon request or initiative, in self-office automation, file and program 
organization, for rational, presentable and uniform presentations of personal documents and reports. Preparation (translation, 
summarization or review) of articles in the fields of economics, banking or technology from variable sources (scientific or 
professional magazines or international press). Enrichment of the Bank’s library with specialized books and applications. 
Selection and adoption of training programs for different personnel groups. 
QUALITY ISSUES [5% total occupation time] 
Codification, grouping and standardization of the proper documentation to promote the qualitative approach in the service 
chain of the bank operation. All documents are filtered to follow formalities and pattern principles. The same filter applies to 
all the Official Internal Communication Memos. The most explicit measure to promote qualitative operation, in ISO 
compliance standards, is the introduction and general use of the Chania Cooperative Bank Document System, in order to 
capture, store and manage all the physical documents. CCBDS encompasses the step-by-step application of this operation and 
supervise 22 input stations for the whole bank network. The system current statistics show 1,800,000 pages, 16 out of 22 
paperless branches, 6 dual-status branches (stored files and paperless operation), a common lexicon, 25 data entry users and 
60-80 end-users. This project is the largest operational system in the banking sector in Greece. 
SECURITY ISSUES [5% total occupation time] 
Security control for closing and opening of branches, before and after the official service hours. Security code administration 
and protection in General Manager’s volt. Initial bank opening and external security call- center recognition. Record and 
monitoring of pseudo-alarms, cooperation with private security contractor, technical experts and public law enforcement 
dispatcher. 
INTERNAL AUDITING ISSUES [5% total occupation time] 
Study and application of the Internal Audit Directory, proposals for special auditing and classification documents, modeling 
and auditing schedules, compliance to information systems auditing principles, issue of audit calendar and submit ad hoc, on 
site, audits. On the other hand, auditing is applied as a preventive mechanism in organizational issues while collecting user 
comments; upgrade proposals, legal inconsistencies and other modification requests to prevent “auditing remarks”.  
EMERGENCIES AND READINESS [overlapping other duties] 
The duty involves work in double-shift status for 5 days/week and single-shift for the weekend. So, readiness was activated 
for upgrade, maintenance, last minute and short notice reorganization projects or sessions of Board of Directors in off-duty 
hours.   
Executive’s Acceptance: Theodoros Katerinakis (August 17, 1997, recursive reference)  
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1. PERSONAL INFORMATION 
Name: Theodoros Antonios Katerinakis (alternative spelling Caterinakis) 
Date of Birth: March 23, 1971  Place of Birth: Chania, Crete, Greece   
Permanent Residence Address: 6 Sfakion Street, 73134, Chania, Crete, Greece 
Telephone/Fax Number: +30-28210-51563/91470, 607 351 0861. E-mail address:tk325@drexel.edu 
Military Service: Completed, Greek Air Force (GAF) Jul 04 1995- Mar 04 1997  
Languages: Greek (mother tongue), English (fluently), French (elementary) 
Professional Status (prior Drexel): Educator, Organization Consultant- Auditor, Cooperative Bank of 
Chania, Crete, Greece 
 
2. FORMAL EDUCATION  
Ptychion (4-year degree), Dept of Applied Informatics, Athens University of Economics & Business 
(AUEB), Athens, Greece, 1993 
Degree Thesis: “Multi-Criteria Decision Support and Multi-Criteria Decision Making” (summa cum 
laude) 
Further Education  
a. Post Graduate Seminar: “Financial Engineering & Risk Management in the Financial Sector”, Dept of 
Production Engineering & Management, Technical University of Crete, Chania, 2004 
b. Graduate of “Military School of Petty Officers Computer Analysts- Programmers”, Greek Pentagon, 
GAF General Staff/Computer Center, Athens, 1995. 
c. Summer School for “Orientation and Awareness of Young Scientists", National Center of Research in 
Physical Sciences (NRCPS) “Demokritos”, Athens, 1993 
d. Postgraduate Course (visiting student), “Multicriteria Analysis: Methods & Models”, Dept of 
Production Engineering & Management, Technical University of Crete, Chania, 1993 
e. Inter-University Semester Seminar Course, “Greece in the EC, Experience of the First Ten Years and 
Prospects in the Single Market”. Jean Monnet Programme 1991-92, European Module, Dept of 
International & European Economic Studies, AUEB, 1992 
 
3. PUBLICATIONS  
3.1 Author/Editor  
a. Book (Greek), "Electronic Document Storage and Management: A Live, Methodological Case Study” 
(forthcoming), Author: Theodoros Katerinakis, “Klidarithmos Publications”, Athens Greece 
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b. Monograph (English & Greek bilingual), "Economist Logion", Author: Theodore Caterinakis. Editor: 
Theodore Caterinakis, (ISBN: 960-08-0280-7), “I.Sideris Publishing”, Athens, Greece, 2003. 
Description: Economic literature, terminological monograph. 
c. Book (Greek), "Guarantee Letters in Modern Banking Practice", Author: George D. Katharios. Co-
author- editor: Theodoros Katerinakis, “M. Georvasakis OE- Publishing", (ISBN: 960-90944-0-6), 
Chania, Crete, Greece, 1998. Description: Banking procedures, application manual with disk attachment.  
d. Book (Greek), "Computer Organization and High Performance Processors", Author: Theodoros 
Katerinakis. Editor: "New Technologies Publications" (ISBN: 960-7235-59-2), Athens, Greece, 1994. 
Description: Computer Science (Theory and epistemology, Machine structure and Organization, 
presentations of computer processing units). This book was selected as textbook for two academic years 
in Dept of Informatics- Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, Thessaloniki, Greece. 
d. Conference Proceedings (Greek), "1st Conference of Information Technology & Education", Greek 
Management Association (Greek Computer Institute) and Lamprakis Research Institute. Editors: Prof. 
Georgios Doukidis and Theodoros Katerinakis (ANUBIS Editors), 1994.  
Description: Conference proceedings on Educational Information Systems. 
3.2 Scientific and Editing Responsibility  
a. University Textbook, "Decision Support Systems". Authors: Prof. Georgios Doukidis, Marina Priftis, 
Theodoros Katerinakis, Despina Michalitsis. Editor: Theodoros Katerinakis, "AUEB Publications”, 
Athens, 1994. Description: Theoretical, mathematical background of DSS, introductiob in theory and 
applications. 
b. Book (Greek), "EDI: Information Technology in Contemporary Enterprises". Authors: Prof. Georgios 
Doukidis, Anna Fragopoulos, Ioannis Anagnostopoulos. Editor: Theodoros Katerinakis, “Stamoulis 
Publishing” (ISBN: 960-7306-22-8), Athens, 1993. 
Description: Business-oriented case studies and survey report presentation for Electronic Data 
Interchange in Greece and representive private cases in EU. 
c. Book (Greek), "Expert Systems, Artificial Intelligence and LI.SP". Authors:  Profs Georgios I. 
Doukidis, Marios K. Aggelidis, Editor: Theodoros Katerinakis- LI.SP Testing: Korina Pertsinidou, 
“I.Sideris Publishing” (ISBN: 960-08-0004-9), Athens, 1992. 
Description: Introductory LISP, ES design and application software in LISP. 
d. University Textbook, "Simulation": Author Prof. Georgios Doukidis. Editor: Theodoros Katerinakis, 
"AUEB Publications”, Athens, 1991. 
Description: Analytical simulation modeling and principles. 
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4. MAJOR UNDERGRADUATE UNIVERSITY PROJECTS  
a. Degree Thesis, “Multi-criteria Decision Support and Multi-criteria Decision Making”: the project 
introduces the respective generalized methodology for decision aid and decision making, which focuses in 
quantitative scopes and criteria. It includes the mathematical fundamentals, the modeling stages and 
external appendix with selected research papers. The main sources were: the postgraduate course 
mentioned on 2.d and the “Fifth International Summer School on Multi-criteria Support”, held in 
Technical University of Crete. It received highest honor and was used as complementary educational 
material/part of the syllabus, in the newly introduced course “Decision Support Systems”, 1993. 
b. Course Project, “Contemporary Trends in Computer Architecture and High Performance Processors”: 
it is a specialized presentation of the contemporary (at that time) computer systems organization using, as 
models, the latest (of that time) achievements of the largest hardware vendors (IBM RS/6000, INTEL 
Pentium, MOTOROLA M88110, DEC Alpha). Project’s originality derives from the reliability and 
innovative character of its source (Institute/Laboratory of Informatics, NRCPS of 2.2.b) and the graphical 
appendix that reviews the history of modern technology (in milestones). The project was prepared for the 
course “Computer Architecture” (1993) and laid the foundation for the book on 3.1.d.   
c. Course Project, “Educational and Social Characteristics of Freshmen in AUEB”: it is a comparative 
study of the social characteristics of the senior high school graduates that were accepted for admission in 
AUEB (7 departments) on 1992, in reference to the popular conclusions of the well-known Greek 
sociologists of educations Anna Fragkoudakis and Maria Iliou. Statistical processing was implemented 
using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), for the course of “General Pedagogy”, 1992. 
d. Course Project, “Expert System Prototype for the Public Insurance Foundation IKA”: it is an expert 
system prototype describing the insurance regulations in the largest public insurance organization (Social 
Insurance Institute- IKA), developed under the expert system shell “Pascal Expert SYStem (PESYS)” for 
the course “Expert Systems”, 1991.  
5. RESEARCH ACTIVITY  
a. Implementation Partner (10 months, 1992-94) 
Programme: Science Technology for Regional Innovation and DEvelopment (STRIDE) 
Act: Organizing DIstant LEarning in Greece (ODILE)/Introduction to Computing. 
The act implements the development of a distant learning tool, on multimedia platforms, with content 
material specially selected for the civil servants in the ministerial sectors of the Greek State. 
Partners/Sponsors: General Secretariat of Research & Technology- AUEB Research 
Center/Multimedia Lab  
b. Joint Proposal (3 months, 1994) 
Activity: Ministerial Consulting Committee for Lyceums' (Post secondary EDUCATION) Curriculum 
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Subject: Technical Lyceums Graduates' Attachment in European Informatics Skill Structure.  
The proposal analyzes the principles of the European Computer Professionals Evolution Plan submitted 
by the Council of European Professional Informatics Societies (CEPIS). Its aim was to argue, with 
standardized documentation, on the necessity of vocational training in computers at high schools, as part 
of the National Educational Strategy in the Post Secondary Level of Formal Education. 
Partners/Sponsors: Greek Ministry of National Education and Religious Affairs- Greek Computer Society 
c. Terminology Specialist (8 months, between 1993-94) 
Programme: ESF Initiative on Connecting Universities-Enterprises 
Act: Software Translation/Localization for ORACLE RDBMS 
The aim of the act was the maintenance and expansion of the localization/adoption procedure of the 
ORACLE Relational Data Base Management System in the Greek language and market. It was an 
innovative project, as the most important standardization project of that scale. The resultant product is 
now used by the Translation Management Group of ORACLE Europe (Netherlands); it is also 
encapsulated in ORACLE application software and produced an evaluation report submitted in the 
European Social Fund. 
Partners/Sponsors: European Social Fund-Dept of Applied Informatics - ORACLE GREECE S.A  
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2. Future Career Path 
 
 My approach in theorizing and applying “communication” is to study the process of 
information exchange and meaning making among people, machines and procedures (holistically 
considered as systems). I, also, consider documents and text as valuable assets in micro-cultures 
and in the public and corporate sector, and my interest is to find information paradigms valid in 
different cultures and across languages. At the same time, as meaning making and information 
exchange build knowledge the use of social network analysis is a methodological tool and the 
use of conversation analysis, an analytical tool. Instead of looking at communication as a step 
preceding persuasion, my approach is to study communication as a knowledge building 
mechanism, to focus on core knowledge acquisition and comprehension, and to identify ethical 
dimensions that are inherent in participants’ actions. In this sense communication becomes an 
exchange bond that creates value and ties individual actors in networks. Also, knowledge 
constructed is more efficiently propagated via social networks, especially in the interplay 
between business and society or institutions of social economy and lifeworld. 
In order to pursue these interests my goal is to advance my research potential at a PhD level, 
using cases and research questions drawn from my professional experience. 
 
 Research/Professional Interests  
 Social Networks and Local Economies. 
 Electronic Document Management and Digitized Document Communication, Computer 
supported and mediated collaborative work. 
 Business Ethics & Information Systems Management. 
 Micro-communities and vocational dialects in professional and social environments. 
 Communication resolution in international negotiations, military administration, and 
crisis prevention. 
 Game theory and practice in communicative occurrences and communication policies. 
 Deontology and awareness as communication tools in international negotiations. 
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3. Description of the Types of Samples in this Portfolio   
  
  The creative motivation for these samples was the attempt to infuse communication 
theory, social networks and ethics in research or application topics that use my experience and 
forward my research potential, as a PhD Student. Although, I have completed several projects, 
those that follow are indicative of my background and research potential. These are the 
arguments that provide the rationale for the portfolio at large. The selected samples follow: 
 
1. Title: Cooperative Bank of Chania: A Network Approach in Cooperative Economy 
Course: COM690-503 Communication Network Analysis, by Dr. Emmanuel Koku 
 
This is a step-by-step empirical application of Social Network Analysis in a real-life case that 
combines the sociological foundation of social economy with the network visualization, using 
the standardized software package UCINET version 6.1.Cooperative Bank of Chania is used as a 
case study of a major local bank in the Greek island of Crete. My work experience in top 
managerial positions, in Cooperative Bank of Chania, with responsibilities in the auditing trail, in 
the process of Initial Public Offerings, and personnel recruiting and selection (from local 
communities) motivated me to develop a thorough understanding of the local community and the 
way it supports local economy. Thus, the network approach is expected to be on the focus of my 
research potential using the material of the course “Communication Network Analysis”. 
 
 
2. Title: The Code of Ethics of IEEE-CS/ACM 
Course: COM875-501 Ethics for Science and Technical Communication, 
by Dr. Lawrence Souder  
 
This is a critical synthesis on the ACM Code of Ethics with the idea of providing specific 
modifications and propositions. Having worked in applying systems theory and Checkland’s Soft 
Systems Methodology in business information systems (where people, equipment, procedures 
and information intermingle), I found it quite reasonable to pursue this project and apply the 
principles of two classes in Communication Ethics - Ethics for Science and Technical 
Communication, Ethics for Public Communication that I have taken in my graduate work - in the 
code of ethics of the first professional society established in Informatics (Association of 
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Computing Machinery). As an advocate of the importance of ethical ideals and guiding 
principles in business and in any case of handling intangible items for human subjects, I take this 
analysis as an essential mark of my research potential. Hence, I consider the ethical dimension as 
a substantial bond that ties together members of network communities. 
 
 
3. Title: Imia/Kardak Crisis 1996: The Night of Grey Compromises; A Negotiation Game 
of Greece and Turkey to Avoid Military Confrontation 
Course: COM690-504 International Negotiations, by Dr. Alexander Nikolaev 
 
This is a case study in negotiation theory that describes a geopolitical crisis with communication 
parameters. This analysis makes use of the two-level game theory of decision-making. Personal 
insights and testimonies and bilateral sources are used to construct an argument and explain the 
content and symbolic value of the crisis.  After a two-year intensive military service that covered 
also national drills and crisis management (like the one under study), I realized that a course on 
International Negotiations could enrich a restrictive content case to make it an applicable case 
study. Thus, the Imia/Kardak Crisis (of 1996) was a well-defined case to present the two-level 
game theory, with psychological influences, domestic politics and media interference; it is a case 
compatible with my personal responsibilities, while serving in the Greek Air Force, as I had to be 
on post inside the Center of Operations/Communications during that crisis. A significant part of 
the study explains cultural-oriented perceptions on the power of the military (in Europe and the 
USA) and the division of roles with the political authorities in modern countries. The opportunity 
to deal with diverse (sometimes controversial) sources and materials, combining military logs 
with interviews and documentaries and personal accounts, proved to be a valuable research skill 
that is expected to be useful in finding applications of communication theory in variable 
contexts. 
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4. Selected Samples 
4.1. Introduction and Commentary on Communication Network Analysis 
Title: Cooperative Bank of Chania: A Network Approach in Cooperative Economy 
Course: COM690 -503 Communication Network Analysis 
 
 It is a step-by-step empirical application of Social Network Analysis in a real-life case 
that combines the sociological foundation of social economy with the network visualization 
using the standardized software package UCINET version 6.1.Cooperative Bank of Chania 
(CBC, the second biggest cooperative bank in Greece) is a corporate entity in the social economy 
with 22,000 customer-members that form a social web of  trust and transactional ties in the local 
economy of the Greek island of Crete.  
  
The primary argument of the paper is that local communities are sustainable only when they can 
organize their own economy, in the sense of governing their transactions, relations, and resources 
in harmony with their social, cultural, and physical environment.  Cooperative banks, in the way 
they are institutionalized in Greece with the primacy of Crete, build communities with the ethos 
of cooperation, mutuality, and self-sufficiency as a way of life. Hence, their members employ for 
the most part the main network analytic principles proposed by Wellman (1983). Furthermore, 
the application of the seven principles of the International Cooperative Alliance enriches 
member-connection with the ethical dimension that is contagious, as Christakis argues, in 
network structures. Apart from the theoretical aspects of social network analysis, CBC is 
analyzed by means of hierarchical chart, intra-branch relations, and inter-branch communication 
using network representations produced by UCINET. Data are formulated and imported from 
scratch and all handling is considered part of the paper. The context and specific characteristics 
of the CBC case are described with the use of 25 figures that explain various notions; from the 
inclusive partnership approach till the managerial overlap observed in CBC’s divisions. 
 
Cooperative organizations are business entities of the social economy and customers are 
members, paying to do business. Thus, a corporate brand is part of the local constants that people 
take for granted, build their sense of belonging and make their preference an aspect of their 
identity. Following these lines the paper proposes the concept of a homopolar bond that extends 
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homophily attribution and emphasizes contribution and not mere participation in the banking 
network. This is a move from the individual preference to the collective mindset. 
 
Social Network Analysis is the study of social networks with the aim to uncover patterns of 
people's interaction. Customer-members of cooperative banks cultivate the bond of trust and 
ethos in transactions, with the ideal of contribution to their local economy that frames their 
behavior. Exposure to formal theory organized in mathematical terms and systematic analysis of 
empirical data were the two major competencies exercised in this paper. These methodological 
aspects, as well as the opportunity to focus on real-life case in detail were the most usable skills. 
Social Network Analysis is part of the content area in my qualification exams. 
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4.2. Cooperative Bank of Chania: A Network Approach in Cooperative Economy   
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1. Introduction 
Grameen Bank borrowers are celebrating December 10, as the greatest day of their lives.  The 
Nobel Prize for Peace on Muhumad Yunus gives high honor and dignity to all those who 
struggle every day to make a living and better the life of their children. They live under the 
umbrella of Grameen’s bank network and nine elected representatives of the 7 million 
borrowers-cum-owners of Grameen Bank have accompanied Yunus to the Nobel Prize 
ceremony. 
That is a characteristic example of an amalgam of social and value capital supported by a 
banking network that redefines entrepreneurship and social fabric in small communities. “Let us 
suppose an entrepreneur, instead of having a single source of motivation (such as, maximizing 
profit), now has two sources of motivation, which are mutually exclusive, but equally 
compelling: maximization of profit and doing good to people and the world. Each type of 
motivation will lead to a separate kind of business. Let us call the first type of business a profit-
maximizing business, and the second type of business as social business. Social business will be 
a new kind of business introduced in the market place with the objective of making a difference 
in the world. Investors in the social business could get back their investment, but will not take 
any dividend from the company. Profit would be ploughed back into the company to expand its 
outreach and improve the quality of its product or service. A social business will be a non-loss, 
non-dividend company.” (Yunus, 2006)  
The nature of social business is closely associated with the return of material capital not 
in monetary units but in units of social capital (like resources, solidarity, mutual recognition, 
respect and the sense of belonging and contributing), embedded in the structure of social 
entrepreneurship. A major type of such enterprises are the modern cooperative banks, in which 
money transactions are complemented with service agreements that give birth to active 
reciprocal relations among their members. Such banks are important in order to accomplish 
sustainable characteristics in a reference society, providing the material base to ensure the 
reproduction of monetary and social capital (Lin, 1999). 
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2. Cooperative and Social Economy 
Cooperative organizations in specific sectors like agriculture, with the Raiffeisen 
Agricu1tural Banks Association and the Irish Agricultural Organisation Society, have emerged 
with some considerable degree of success (Yerburgh, 1896); the small peasants in his district 
were to a very large extent in the hands of a rich feudal class, so Raiffeisen decided to form a 
Cooperative association which would supply its members with affordable money, and so 
disengage them from usury. Before that, the 17th century Quakers or Society of Friends, 
experimented in communal living. On the 18th and 19th centuries when capitalist principles 
began to spread and promoted as catalysts the Industrial Revolution; then the idea of self-
supporting communities of ordinary working people became more widespread, public awareness 
was enforced, and co-operation took the character of a social movement.  
In mediaeval times, working together was achieved through the manorial system. Rural 
communities were organized in local economies and, although their Lord was more wealthy and 
powerful than the ordinary members of the community, each individual was recognized for his 
own contribution to this rural social economy (Brooke et al, 2000). In such social movements the 
individual actor gains from the support and protection of the group and the group gains from the 
contribution of the individual to the pool of its shared resources, in terms of a local social 
network. The net drawn together goes beyond instrumental self-interest and enriches socially-
motivated ends of self-help, joints together for mutual assistance that forms the essence of co-
operation and structures the social fabric.  
The Cooperative Movement represented a complementary, ethically motivated, incentive 
of this response to capitalism and, with its ideals of local support, mutuality and democratic 
participation, was to become a dominant force in the 20th century and beyond. Robert Owen 
(1771–1858), the father of cooperation, defined social structures and not individuals, as 
responsible for “the moral degradation of capitalism” (Donnachie, 2000). Owen proposed the 
foundation of villages of co-operation that required capital to get started, since land must be 
bought and buildings had to be constructed. Ideally, the occupants should be able to provide this 
capital from their individual resources but practically sponsorship and credit had to be sought. 
Production, logistics, and housekeeping work were to be done communally, e.g. one kitchen and 
one laundry for the whole village (empowering the social capital produced in the village).  
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All goods were objects of exchange with the outside world, so as to give a fair deal for 
workers and producers (a concern still being pursued by institutions like the Fair trade 
Foundation). Without the use of monetary units there was no concern over value for money. 
These communities were and still are a realistic representation of non-urban communities in 
small countries, in several cases in the Mediterranean area of Europe, in regional level in Asia 
(e.g. China) and semi-structured communities in Africa. Cooperation is still in demand, but in 
cases like Greece it became a necessity as resource sharing, information and knowledge 
exchange was the only feasible answer to productivity gap, and lack of awareness of 
transactional frameworks in local communities. According to Karlyle’s (2005) description by 
example for cooperative economic entities, recent examples of successful cooperative models 
include the following: 
 
 Farmers’ cooperatives: cooperatives manage 99% of Sweden’s dairy production, 95% of 
Japan’s rice harvest, 75% of western Canada’s grain and oilseed output, and 60% of 
Italy’s wine production, and 99% of Japan’s fish production is also operating 
cooperatively. 
 Banking cooperatives: some of Europe’s major commercial banks are cooperatively 
owned or organized, including Germany’s DZ Bank, Holland’s Rabobank, and France’s 
Credit Agricole.  
 Housing cooperatives: in Europe, there are 10,614,000 housing coops. Housing stock is 
cooperative for 15% in Norway’s and for 2% in England. The Czech Republic has 10,000 
housing cooperatives. In Turkey, 25% of housing development, in the last 25 years, 
occurred through the cooperative system. 
 The National Cooperative Business Association: in the USA, the National Cooperative 
Business Association includes 47,000 cooperatives serving as many as 100 million 
people, or 37% of the population. 
 Maleny: is Australia’s best-known example of a cooperative community, on the Sunshine 
Coast Hinterland. Maleny is a small rural town of 4,000 people, started in 1984, which 
supports 17 cooperatives, with 6,000 members and more than $15 million in assets, 
including a cooperative bank, a food cooperative, a cooperative club, a workers’ 
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cooperative, a cashless trading cooperative, four environmental cooperatives, and several 
community settlement cooperatives. 
 The International Cooperative Alliance: Finally, 760- 800 million people throughout the 
world are members of cooperatives. They are members of the world’s largest non-
government organization, the International Cooperative Alliance, which represents more 
than 250 national and international organizations.  
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3. International Cooperative Principles 
 
The International Cooperative Alliance1 defines a cooperative as “an autonomous association of 
persons united voluntarily to meet their common economic, social and cultural needs and 
aspirations through a jointly owned and democratically controlled enterprise.” Cooperative 
doctrine is identified by seven internationally recognized principles of cooperatives with a literal 
description in all constitutional agreements of cooperatives: 
 
i) Voluntary and open membership: Cooperatives are voluntary organizations, open 
to all persons able to use their services and willing to accept the responsibilities of 
membership, without gender, social, racial, political or religious discrimination. 
 
ii) Democratic control by members: Cooperatives are democratic organizations 
controlled by their members, who actively participate in setting their policies and 
making decisions. Men and women are able to serve as elected representatives, have 
equal voting rights, based on one member one vote principle. 
 
iii) Member economic participation: Members contribute equitably to the capital of 
their cooperative and democratically control it; part of that capital is the common 
property of the cooperative. Members usually receive limited compensation, if any, 
on capital subscribed as a condition of membership. Members allocate surpluses for 
any or all of the following purposes: developing the cooperative, benefiting the 
members in proportion to their transactions with the cooperative, and supporting other 
activities approved by the members. 
 
iv) Autonomy and independence: Although cooperatives may deal with other 
organizations, including governments, or raise capital from external sources, they do 
operate in ways that ensure democratic control by their members and maintain their 
cooperative autonomy. 
  
                                                 
1 ICA principles are described in http://www.ica.coop/coop/principles.html (accessed on March 2009). 
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v) Education, training and information: Cooperatives provide education and training 
for their members, elected representatives, managers and employees, so that they can 
contribute effectively to their development as organizations. They also inform the 
general public about the nature and benefits of cooperation. 
 
vi) Cooperation among cooperatives: Cooperatives serve their members most 
effectively and strengthen the cooperative movement by working together through 
local, regional, national and international structures. 
 
vii) Concern for the community: While focusing on member’s needs, cooperatives also 
work for the community development through policies acceptable to their members. 
Thomas (1997) following Owen’s2 organizational settings experiments, applied the above 
principles in defining the member entities of a cooperative in the banking context. This 
“cooperative globe” represents his notion on Inclusive Partnership Approach (IPA) to business 
(as shown in Figure 1):  
 
    Figure 1: Cooperative bank partners as of Owen (Thomas 1997) 
The Inclusive Partnership Approach designed above identifies seven partners to whom 
companies (and banks) have a responsibility: shareholders/members, customers, employees and 
their families, suppliers and partners, the community at large, wider/global society, past and 
                                                 
2 Lord Thomas of Macclesfield was the Managing Director of The Cooperative Bank (of Manchester in England) 
until 1997. 
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future generations of co-operating entities. This approach was officially accepted in Greek 
Cooperative Network, as an institutional declaration of commitment in the Association of 
Cooperative Banks in Greece (1999). IPA as a notion is complemented by the principal 
cooperative values of self-help, self-responsibility, democracy, equality, equity and solidarity. In 
the tradition of their founders, Cooperativemembers believe in the ethical values of honesty, 
openness, social responsibility and caring for others. These cooperative values clearly define the 
network components using the traditional factory and community studies of Radcliffe-Brown, as 
described by Scott (2006). Using this definition of a cooperative organization, and more 
specifically bank, we are able to apply Wellman’s network analytic principles (1983) in the 
context of cooperative banking. The six principles as adjusted for a cooperative network are the 
following: 
 
i) “Ties are often asymmetrically reciprocal, differing in content and intensity”. So, values 
connecting cooperative members and entities are founding ties that fulfill these attributes. 
 
ii) “Ties link network members indirectly as well as directly; hence ties must be analyzed 
within the context of larger network structures”. Cooperative members are linked 
together directly when transacting and indirectly when engaging in exchange of resources 
and services. 
 
iii) “The structuring of social ties creates nonrandom networks: so boundaries, network 
clusters and cross linkages arise”:. All cooperative entities participate in different 
subgroups that are inter-related and offer ascribed and acquired characteristics for 
individual and collective members that are united in the cooperative organization.   
 
iv) “Cross linkages connect clusters as well as individuals” (the nodes can be clusters of 
ties, groups, nation-states of other discrete units): IPA introduces in a crystal manner the 
various layers of cross-linkages in a cooperative network, consisting by individual and 
collective entities as well. 
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v) “Asymmetric ties and complex networks distribute scarce resources separately” 
(resources do not flow evenly or randomly in a social system; non-symmetric connections 
and fragmented subgroups of nodes direct the flow of resources): Resource sharing is 
asymmetrical because it starts from the principle of the need value. Subjective individual 
needs assess the value of resources for each member that may be disproportional, as 
mutuality and satisfaction are cumulative and not instantaneous elements in cooperatives. 
 
vi) “Networks formulate collaborative and competitive activities to secure scarce resource” 
(antagonism for allocation of resources is inherent in the social system. Competition for 
resources may be the source of social change): Collaboration is equivalent to co-
operation in terms of the IPA, when applying the basic principles of cooperation in each 
cooperative. But, since cooperatives operate in the social system the major competition is 
among different cooperatives for allocation of the shared or non-sharable resources.  
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 Banking in Greece 
Cooperative banking sector was a late but well- adopted institutional innovation followed the 
second stream of deregulation of the market in the banking sector (Gortsos, 1998). The Central 
Bank of Greece on 1992, while Europe was en route to its economic and monetary unification 
(European Economic Community at that time), started incorporating an open market approach in 
new bank’s establishment. Tradition was important in Greece as a pioneering institution, under 
the name of “Laborers’ Credit Cooperative of Lamia”, began its activities in 1900 (ESTE 
Review, 2002). During its long-lasting course, Cooperative of Lamia has substantially 
contributed to the development of the local society, providing an excellent banking support to its 
members. Cooperative Bank of Lamia is currently the oldest cooperative credit institution in 
Greece. This cooperative was an overarching societal initiative that connected individuals from 
all social classes and professions of the region that contributed to its establishment (in a bottom-
up social venture). In 1993, Cooperative Bank of Lamia has successfully organized in the city of 
Lamia, the first European Conference addressing the theme “Cooperative Banks in Greece and 
Europe and their role in local, regional and national level”, to notify the Greek society, and the 
representatives of European Cooperative Banks for the operation of cooperative credit in Greece 
(Kostakis & Katerinakis, 1999; Kostakis et al 2004). The scope of Cooperative Bank of Lamia is 
not only restricted to banking activities, but included also social, charitable and cultural events 
and leads the route to social and civic engagement to all other cooperatives; mainly Bank of 
Chania and Pancretan Bank. 
4.1 Legal and Institutional Framework in Greek Coops 
CooperativeCredit in Greece began its development in the decade of 1990. Operation of 
the Greek CooperativeBanks is governed by the law 2076/92, which incorporated into Greek 
Law the European Union’s Directive 77/78 that defines the structure and operation of Credit 
Institutions, as well as Act No 2258/2.11.1993 introduced by of the Governor of the Bank of 
Greece. The geographical distribution of cooperative banks in Greece is shown in Figure 2: 
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 Figure 2: Geographical distribution of Coop Banking Network in Greece (ESTE, Development report, 2003) 
 
After raising the required minimum capital and fulfilling certain conditions, Credit Co-operatives 
can apply and obtain the bank permit from the Bank of Greece to operate as “Credit Institutions”; 
as such cooperative banks can practice all banking activities like any commercial bank within the 
scope of the area of their establishment only (local scope closely tight with community). Credit 
Cooperatives that obtain the permit to operate as Credit Institutions are restricted in their legal 
status and have to use the term “Cooperative Bank” in their name. The amount of the minimum 
capital required has been readjusted three times, in the last 6 years, to levels that do not 
correspond to the financial and demographic data of many Greek counties; banking competition 
with the network of commercial banks directed regulation for the evolution of Credit Co-
operatives into cooperative Banks. Consequently, the required capital from 1.76 million Euros 
became 2.64 million Euros on 1/1/98, 3.52 million Euros on 7/1/98 and 6 million Euros on 
11/4/01. Cooperative banks offer banking transactions with their members only and can execute 
all banking activities except for immediate underwriting in initial public offerings (IPOs). So, the 
major rather constituent characteristic of their communal entity is the “full implementation of 
know your customer principle” in a S.M.A.R.T. (as Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic 
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and Timely) way, as proposed by The Bank of International Settlements3 anti-laundry guidelines. 
The bank consists of a network of members accepted and enrolled after a screening procedure 
that affirms their originality and familiarity with the local community. Non-members are 
customers only in secondary banking or transitory business (like foreign exchange), called 
intermediary type transactions (like payroll credit), or when a bank member participates (as co-
beneficiary or other) in the transaction. 
Cooperative reality in Greece and empirical observation extends DiMaggio’s conclusions 
(DiMaggio & Louch, 1998) on consumer transactions; the Greek paradigm reveals that people 
make significant “purchases” (like money banking transactions on deposits and investment) from 
people (bank employees) with whom they have prior noncommercial relationships, as members 
in a society (banking cooperative) they trust. Banking transactions with “social contacts” is 
effective because it embeds exchanges in a web of obligations and reciprocity, based on a 
common accepted constitution (Bantourakis & Katerinakis, 2006). Also, such transactions holds 
the cooperative bank (seller) network responsible and dependent (as “hostage”) to effective 
performance and return to customer. In the economic transaction return and benefit on capital is 
crucial because the bank is financed on the base of the mutual- collective (share and deposited) 
capital owned by its own members. So, capital inefficiency is equivalent to cannibal operation. 
Furthermore, as banking transactions and products are perceived as “risky” in small communities 
with low financial transaction awareness, within-cooperative network exchanges are more likely 
to occur as cooperative membership is the social guarantee (as described by Yunus, 2006) for 
what is perceived as of “high uncertainty”. Thus, banking preferences suit performance quality 
for banking products and “sellers” and “buyers” share social and commercial ties. Both sellers 
and buyers, they are participants in the same cooperative that contribute to augment their social 
(broaden membership) and material capital (for the bank). 
                                                 
3 Described in their publications at http://www.bis.org/publ/cmtpubl.htm (accessed on March 2009). 
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4.2 Research on Greek Banking Cooperatives 
 
Current research (Alexopoulos, 2006) examined the performance of Greek Cooperative 
banks and their importance for the development of the local areas they serve. The decade of the 
1990’s can be regarded as the one in which Greek cooperative banks have emerged and made 
their first successful steps. Three credit co-operatives, at the beginning of the decade, were 
transformed into Cooperative banks in 1992 when the legal framework provided such an 
opportunity. After the year 2000 there were 17 cooperative banks, all located at provincial towns. 
Within the first 10 years they have managed to build their apex institutions, a national 
association and their “central” bank (ESTE development report, 2003). 
  
 
Figure 3: Group of Cooperative Bank as a Network (adopted from ESTE, development report, 2005) 
 
Panellinia Bank SA is the commercial coordinator and “central” in network terms4 and provides 
information and computer network support, interconnection, security (via firewalls) and 
integration of application transactions with the commercial banking network. Moreover, there 
appears to be a wide gap in the performance of various cooperative initiatives that stress for the 
necessity of strengthening further their organizational structure. On the other hand, 
                                                 
4Central Bank of Greece oversees the cooperative network with the same legal terms as the commercial sector. 
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Alexopoulos’s analysis provided evidence for a banking performance (in terms of business and 
social benefit) that can alter essentially the quantitative and qualitative characteristics in the local 
context and can influence, positively, the developmental process in the Greek periphery. From an 
economic point of view, cooperatives effectively reduce market barriers that would typically 
impede groups (occupational or special interest groups) in developing and transformational 
countries from fully participating in the economic arena (Schram et al, 2007). Cooperative 
businesses and banks allow entrepreneurs to: 
 Generate economies of scale that reduce transaction costs for customers and/or 
increase incomes through volume sales and cross sales (it is the Panellinia’s Bank 
provision). 
 Increase efficiencies along the value chain through greater access to information and 
networks (via an interbanking network manager for cooperatives called Centre of 
Electronic Payments that offers accounting reconciliation). 
 Improve the quality and value-added of products, by allowing members to learn new 
skills and leverage technologies among and between themselves (promoting e-
banking, e-billing and payroll in non-computer illiterate communities). 
 Increase wide access to capital through joint-pooling of resources into cooperative 
financial arrangements for known customers (loans are offered on a customized 
basis). 
 Gain substantial bargaining power through collective negotiations and action (bank 
members enjoy special under-priced services in collective insurance plans and 
European Union’s agronomic adjustments). 
 
In the same notion, cooperative banks offer these efficiencies as part of the “membership 
privileged package” that is shared as a “homopolar” bond (give-take-contribute) among members 
(it is there for everyone and everyone contributes). Their membership and active transaction-
participation become their common tie that is strengthened by the amount of time (these banks 
have extended banking hours), emotional intensity in terms of dependability (bank to customer) 
and reciprocal service (members complete their transactions and reciprocate benefit with 
deposits and bank services that illustrate their preference). This strengthening procedure is 
consistent with the notion of “tie strength” described by Granovetter (1973) and complements 
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findings of consumer preferences, as of DiMaggio & Louch (1998). Since World War II, 
cooperative-based organizations in Europe, the U.S. and Canada have been champions of 
cooperative development, promoting overseas cooperatives in many countries. Through United 
Nations resolutions and the work of the International Labor Organization (ILO), there are 
currently worldwide standards and principles for cooperative organizations that emphasize their 
autonomy, self-support nature and member ownership and control. This set of principles and 
values in the IPA, combined with the sense of belonging and contributing (for members), are 
constructive elements of affiliation that expand the social lifeworld (environment) of a 
cooperative bank in the case of Greece. As Alexopoulos concludes, cooperative banks in Greece 
would be capable to retain their ability to influence the financial markets and the development 
process in the extent of which they would create “a strong link with local people” in a 
sustainable way. 
 
 In other words, cooperatives are user-owned (users finance the cooperative), user-controlled (an 
elected Board of Directors serves as the liaison between the membership and management) and 
user-centered (members benefit when patronage funds are returned to members based on the 
amount of business conducted with the cooperative5). Trust is likely to be built and strengthened 
when the “business is owned by those who use its services, is governed by elected leaders who 
are users, is locally-owned and controlled and whose customers democratically elect their policy 
body” (Schram et al, 2007). Membership and trust as the fundamentals of identity between owner 
and user, bank and customer, are core elements in sustaining loyalty to the cooperative. 
Furthermore, these elements structure concrete network ties that homogenize people with various 
socio-demographic, behavioral and personal characteristics and define a homophily attribution, 
in the concept described by McPherson et al (2001). Homophily is cultivated in two dimensions 
creating social capital (Lin, 1999): similarity on interest, transaction demands and ethics among 
members of society, and institutional familiarity with the notion of “being in cooperation” and 
synergy that dictates acceptance and use of other non-financial cooperative organizations in the 
same society (as a token of preference and customer solidarity; shop from the union and from 
independent external chains/brands).  
                                                 
5 It is a definition of gain as defined by “The Ohio Cooperative Development Center” at http://ocdc.osu.edu/ 
(accessed on March 2008). 
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Cooperatives, in many respects, are just like other banks. The important difference is that these 
are the only banks that give customers transparency in how their money is managed; most 
importantly, “by encouraging their input into the ongoing development of bank’s ethical policy” 
(Brooke et al, 2000). Cooperative banks are distinct from organizations like the following: 
 
 Parastatal organizations: in which membership is often obligatory and civil servants are 
assigned to managerial positions. These organizations are instruments of formal 
economic policy and channels for government services, as state agencies. Government-
controlled parastatal organizations are not considered as real cooperatives. 
 Associations: true cooperatives are member-owned business, returning surplus revenues 
(in value or service) to its members. 
 Pure non-profit organizations: a non-profit organization serves directly or through 
advocacy work others outside the organization. These organizations usually raise money 
through public donations, grants and contracts and may gain some money from services. 
A cooperative is considered not-for profit in the sense that surplus is distributed among 
members or invested for the growth of the cooperative. 
 
Consequently, cooperative bank has achieved its differentiation by drawing a generic identity on 
the philosophy of the cooperative movement, in order to place itself within a separate position in 
the banking industry (Wilkinson & Balmer, 1996); cooperative identity becomes a social 
accepted brand when sometimes banks find their future in examining their past. In the case of 
Greece, cooperative banks are competing for an identity that distinguishes them from the 
inefficient cooperatives in other sectors, especially the agricultural cooperatives, perceived as 
common failure stories in Greek business tradition for the past 50 years. 
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5. Extensions 
  Much of the current research on co-operatives is rolling from weaknesses to advantages 
of the Cooperative organization form. The two edges are: 
 
 The weaknesses of the cooperative form compared to the strengths of the investor-owned 
firms and 
 An idealistic cooperative form which theoretically assigns incentives to co-operators that 
are usually far beyond their real-life needs.  
 
The network setting is responsible of holding local communities tight together, when the 
concepts of “value” or “success” are among criteria of action for individuals. Thus, a complete 
social network approach has to determine what members think of their co-operative, how do they 
value its performance and in which ways they understand that it meets their needs. In the end, 
such an approach has to assess how central a cooperative bank is in their strategic approach for 
self-sufficiency and sustainability in local communities; in the question of naming “the five best 
banks” the only answer would be “the five branches” of the local cooperative institution, using 
the definition of cooperative principles to bound their perception of “the best bank”. In the case 
of Greece it is important to move aside several historical incidents in the Greek rural context, due 
to which cooperation was reshaped as a web of social values, several times in the first three-
quarters of the 20th century. 
 
In Kofi Annan’s6 quotes “the cooperative movement was founded on the principles of private 
initiative, entrepreneurship and self-employment, was underpinned by the values of democracy, 
equality and solidarity, and [thus] can help pave the way to a more just and inclusive economic 
order.” On the other hand, Stiglitz (2001, Nobel Prize in Economics) quotes that "globalization 
has meant that the world is more interconnected; what happens in one part of the world has 
impact on other parts. There is greater need for collective cooperative action.” Is that 
“glocalization” (bridging scales from local to global), in Wellman’s notions made possible for 
                                                 
6 Kofi Anan is the former UN Secretary General, with archival information from http://www.un.org/sg/annan.shtml 
(accessed on March 2009). 
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Cooperative banks? Also, as Negreponte7 highlights “…the ‘self’ feels the sense of belonging 
through person-to-person communication...” It could be a transformation from Wellman’s 
“network individualism” to network co-operation using a web of cooperative businesses (say 
banks) in a given society. 
 
 
 
                                                 
7 Negreponte Nicholas, “Being Digital”, Vintage Books, 1995 available as electronic book in  http://archives.obs-
us.com/obs/english/books/nn/bdcont.htm (accessed on March 2009). 
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6. Cooperative Bank of Chania: A Case study for Managerial Network Representations 
 
Currently, sixteen cooperatives banks operate in Greece with a total network of 120 
branches covering the major part of the country, with the exception the islands of Cyclades and 
Eptanisa. Bank of Greece has granted approval for two of these banks (Pancretan and Chania 
Bank) to operate country-wide, while another four have reached the cooperative capital required 
to allow them to expand their operations in the neighboring regions as well. 
 
Cooperative banks and credit co-operatives have founded the Association of Cooperative Banks 
of Greece (ACBG- ESTE), as the institution for the representation, support and development of 
cooperative credit in Greece.  In less than 20 years of their operation, cooperative banks have 
played a significant role locally by supplementing and enhancing the banking system through 
their customer-oriented perception; they support and are supported by local productive forces 
and boost local development. They mainly cover small and medium enterprises and retail private 
banking by providing competitive banking products adjusted to local conditions with reliability, 
friendliness, and flexibility. 
 
The customers-members of cooperative Banks are considered as trustworthy and in a long-term 
prospect for cooperation; two elements that contribute in the continuous upgrade of the banking 
services and products and in building a lasting transactional relationship. The decentralized 
configuration of cooperative banks in Greece underlines close relationship between customer and 
bank and increases efficiency. Combining the low operational cost, the modern interconnected 
and integrated fully automated systems and the positive financial results, as well as member 
benefits (dividends, capital gains, transactional costs, social protection provisions) these banks 
gains the trust of local societies and create the conditions for dynamic development and 
prosperity. Such a potential made it necessary for major European Banks, like DZ Bank, to 
prompt business partnership as strategic alliance with the Greek Cooperative Network, guided by 
Pancretan Bank and Chania Bank. In Figure 4 and Figure 5 basic figures and organizational chart 
are represented for Cooperative Bank of Chania, known as Chania Bank. 
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COOPERATIVEBANK OF CHANIA Co-op. LL  
Development of financial and other data (in mil. €, indexing 1€=1.4$) 
 1999  2000 2001  2002  2003  2004 2005 2006 
Assets 67,79 80,29 101,20 116,83 146,65 181,90 244,37 303,64 
Loans 42,49 52,84 64,89  83,41  107,82 144,53 193,47 225,12 
Deposits  49,19 54,24 69,95  83,47  108,97 145,71 202,55 239,9 
Equity capital 14,05 22,16 27,07  27,99  30,65  30,40 30,10 54,88 
Cooperativecapital  9,08  13,99 17,07  17,77  18,85  18,96 18,74 26,82 
Gross profit  6,06  5,60  4,81  6,16  6,86  8,17 10,26 13,17 
Profit before taxes  3,15  2,46  1,40  1,68  1,77  1,77 2,70 3,64 
Branches  7  8  9  10  14  17 17 20 
Personnel  43  54  69  77  93  112 135 134 
Members  6.711 8.792 9.704  11.177 12.693 14.372 16.684 18.583 
   
The new Chania Bank Headquarters in Chania (El. Venizelou Street),as of the opening ceremony on November 2007. 
Figure 4: Basic Figures of Cooperative Bank of Chania (source Chania Bank Annual Report, 2007) 
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Bank of Chania 
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6.1 Operation of Bank of Chania in Greek Cooperative Network 
 
The background of competition is the island of Crete (as in 
Figure 6) that consists of four prefectures and is the base of 
the two largest cooperative banks in Greece (Pancretan Bank 
and Chania Bank). These two banks combined have a 
cumulative network of 75 branches allover the island. The 
capital of Crete is Heraklion, the base and headquarters of 
Pancretan Bank and another historical main city is Chania, as 
it was the residence of three different (elected) Prime 
Ministers (in the past sixty years), the base of several public 
and military authorities and the birthplace of Bank of Chania. 
So, Chania Bank is keeping an orientation to the Western part 
of the island and expanding to the east when Pancretan Bank 
is more oriented to the Eastern part of the island and 
expanding to the west. In fact that is the foundation of their 
competition, as both banks cooperate in the executive 
committee of the Association of Greek Cooperative Banks 
and their CEOs are the key figures to lead the collective 
interest of the rest fifteen cooperative banks. 
 
 
Figure 6: The island of Crete (in the Southern part of Greece) 
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Athens is the metropolitan capital of Greece, where the 
Central Bank of Greece is located, holds 40% of the 
population of the country, carries a network of 400 branches 
for 45 different banks with more than 500 Automatic 
Transaction Machines (ATMs). It is also the base of all 
foreign delegates and consular services and holds the head 
offices of the largest Greek corporations. Also, Athens 
capture a significant portion of Cretan population that live, 
work or study there, so provide the resources for potential 
demand of localized and customized banking services. Both 
Pancretan Bank and Bank of Chania have a branch in Athens. 
.  
Figure 7: Athens as a Metropolitan Area 
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6.2 Network Visualization for Bank of Chania using UCINET 
IMPORT FROM EXCEL Draw 1: UCINET DRAW 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Input Excel file              C:\Users\Theodore\Documents\KOKU_COM_NET_ANALYSIS\proposals\brances_22.xls 
Output UCINET dataset:        C:\Users\Theodore\Documents\KOKU_COM_NET_ANALYSIS\proposals\brances_22 
                                     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 
                                     - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
            1. Kissamou Street  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
                  2. Platanias  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
                3. Georgoupoli  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
                   4. Platanos  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
                5. Palaiochora  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
                   6. Kissamos  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
                  7. Kolymvari  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
                  8. Alikianos  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
                      9. Souda  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
          10. Rethimnon Branch  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
    11. 25th Avgoustou Street   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 
           12. Knossou Avenue   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
        13. 62 Martiron Avenue  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
             14. Ikarou Avenue  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
               15. Hersonissos  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
                    16. Moires  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
                   17. Tympaki  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
           18. Agios Nikolaos   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 
    19. Sitia      0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 
                 20. Ierapetra  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 
             21. Athens Branch  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
               22. Main Branch  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
                                      
Main Branch was coded as “22” to make it distinct and easy to identify in terms of influence, as in Freeman (2001). 
Figure 8: Bank of Chania Network of 22 Branches 
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
1. Kissamou Street 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
2. Platanias 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
3. Georgoupoli 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
4. Platanos 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
5. Palaiochora 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
6. Kissamos 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
7. Kolymvari 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
8. Alikianos 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
9. Souda 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
10. Rethimnon 
Branch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
11. 25th Avgoustou 
Street  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 
12. Knossou Avenue  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
13. 62 Martiron 
Avenue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
14. Ikarou Avenue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
15. Hersonissos 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
16. Moires 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
17. Tympaki 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
18. Agios Nikolaos  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 
19. Sitia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 
20. Ierapetra 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 
21. Athens Branch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
22. Main Branch 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
It is an actual data representation describing the geographical distribution of branches for Chania Bank, in an MS-Excel matrix. 
Figure 9: Network of Branches related by “operational/managerial communication” (by prefecture) 
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Running time:  00:00:01, Output generated:  10 des 07 23:52:38, Copyright (c) 1999-2005 Analytic Technologies 
Figure 10: Network communication Ties for Bank of Chania 
 
The network of branches consists of 3 main neighborhoods (Chania, Heraklion and Lasithi) when the Main branch in Bank 
Headquarters and is the central branch per se. Branch No11 is operating with the role of semi-central for Heraklion and Lasithi 
prefectures. Reflective ties denote the intra-branch network (users are smoothly interconnected with in the branch) that is important 
but are being left out to make a clear view of the whole network interaction. Branch No 10 is the only one operating in Rethimnon and 
No 21 is the sole branch outside the island of Crete in Athens (Greece’s capital city). 
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Figure 11: The ego network of Branch 22 in Bank of Chania 
 
Branch No 22 is the Main Branch and Bank Headquarters of Chania Bank. The main branch is the only branch with direct managerial 
connection. All directors and supervisors of the central branch have the managerial privilege of “demanding report”, of reference for 
information and documentation, of cooperation with the branch manager and for acquiring information on transactions and auditing 
trail. No other individual branch has the authority of direct communication of any other beyond its own geographical scope (mainly 
prefecture).  
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Figure 12: (a) The ego network of Branch 10 and 21 in Bank of Chania, (b) Chania Bank basic topology 
Branch No 10 is important as the “face” of the bank in the prefecture of Rethimnon and the only channel for transactions in 
correspondence with the banking network in Rethimno, where thirteen different banks operate with thirty branches in total. As shown 
in computer network topology for Bank of Chania “ΔΙΑΣ (DIAS)” is the (outside) “gate-keeper” for all banks in Greece. It is the 
inter-bank organization, located in country’s capital Athens, and provides baking interconnection for all data transactions –ATM, bill 
paying, cheque liquiditation, money transfer etc. In this sense, Athens Branch although isolated is the bridge for Bank of Chania with 
the entire commercial banking network (almost 45 banks or financial institutions). Also, it serves as a governing branch for 
institutional relations with the Central Bank of Greece, the Association of Greek Cooperative Banks, Panellinia Bank that coordinates 
specialized services for cooperative banks and DZ Bank, the German partner of the Greek Cooperative Network. On the other hand, 
Athens branch is monitoring bank competition in Greece’s capital and provides transitory transactions; virtually every (economically 
active) Greek citizen visits Athens (at least) once a year and Athens is the resident town of all public authorities and lots of “ex-
regional” Cretans. 
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Figure 13: The ego network of Branch 11 in Bank of Chania  
 
Branch No 11 is a peripheral central branch for two prefectures that “governs”/supervises Branches in Heraklion and Lasithi, as the 
residency of the Directorate of Eastern Crete. 
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(Managerial 
Scope) Same Region 
Reference 
Managers 
Operational maturity 
in years 
 Scope (1) Adjacency (2)  Ref_Level (3) Maturity (4) 
1 1 9 2 5 
2 1 9 2 8 
3 1 9 2 8 
4 1 9 2 7 
5 1 9 2 6 
6 1 9 2 7 
7 1 9 2 6 
8 1 9 2 5 
9 1 9 2 4 
10 1 1 2 5 
11 10 7 3 4 
12 1 7 3 2 
13 1 7 3 1 
14 1 7 3 2 
15 1 7 3 2 
16 1 7 3 2 
17 1 7 3 3 
18 3 3 3 1 
19 1 3 3 2 
20 1 3 3 3 
21 1 1 2 5 
22 22 9 4 14 
Figure 14: Bank of Chania: Attributes of Branches in MS-Excel file 
(Managerial 
Scope) Same Region 
Reference 
Managers 
Operational 
Maturity 
 in years 
Scope (1) Adjacency (2)  Ref_Level (3) Maturity (4)   
For Owen each agricultural cooperative community was to comprise approximately of 1,000 members and 
would require 1,000-1,500 acres of land in order to be completely self-sufficient (Owen’s ideal vision).    
In Bank of Chania, Branches go beyond maturity peak point after the 3.5 million Euros  as total amount of 
deposits and loans in 2 or 2.5 years (usual breakpoint).These attributes measure the scope of official 
influence, the extent of adjacency (these banks invest in branch to branch personal communication for 
members ), the level of reference in compare to Bank’s organizational chart (of Figure 5) and the maturity 
factor as the number of years of operation. 
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Input Excel file              C:\Users\Theodore\Documents\KOKU_COM_NET_ANALYSIS\proposals\attr_branches_22.xls 
Output UCINET dataset:        C:\Users\Theodore\Documents\KOKU_COM_NET_ANALYSIS\proposals\attr_branches_22 
Attributes 
        Sc Ad Re Ma 
        -- -- -- -- 
     1   1  9  2  5 
     2   1  9  2  8 
     3   1  9  2  8 
     4   1  9  2  7 
     5   1  9  2  6 
     6   1  9  2  7 
     7   1  9  2  6 
     8   1  9  2  5 
     9   1  9  2  4 
    10   1  1  2  5 
    11  10  7  3  4 
    12   1  7  3  2 
    13   1  7  3  1 
    14   1  7  3  2 
    15   1  7  3  2 
    16   1  7  3  2 
    17   1  7  3  3 
    18   3  3  3  1 
    19   1  3  3  2 
    20   1  3  3  3 
    21   1  1  2  5 
    22  22  9  4 14 
Running time:  00:00:01 Output generated:  11 des 07 03:02:51Copyright (c) 1999-2005 Analytic Technologies 
  
Figure 15: Bank of Chania: Attribute file for Branches in UCINET 
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Figure 16: Bank of Chania: Managerial Scope is represented in UCINET 
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Figure 17: Bank of Chania: Adjacency as represented in UCINET 
 
Adjacency is important for local scope banks as the density of network is a service determinant (due to personal relation) 
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Figure 18: Bank of Chania: Reference level as represented in UCINET 
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Figure 19: Bank of Chania: Maturity of Branches as represented in UCINET 
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Figure 20: Bank of Chania: Labeling the Scope of Branches in UCINET 
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Figure 21: Bank of Chania: Labeling Maturity of Branches in UCINET 
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Figure 22: Bank of Chania: Labeling Reference level of Branches in UCINET 
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Figure 23: Bank of Chania: Two mode network; Branches and Directors they “report to” in UCINET 
 
This is the respective “branch to director” matrix that reveals several managerial mis-operations (conflict of scope and reference level 
due to personal relations that go beyond territorial proximity). The ring shape is used following Freeman (2001) explanations on the 
nature of a circular “net” that reveals such operational aspects as described also in Krebs (2007).  
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 CEO (2) 
Operation 
Manager (4) Director of EC (8) Director of WC (7) 
1 1 1 1 1 
2 1 1 0 1 
3 1 1 0 1 
4 1 1 0 1 
5 1 1 0 1 
6 1 1 0 1 
7 1 1 0 1 
8 1 1 0 1 
9 1 1 0 1 
10 1 1 0 1 
11 1 0 1 0 
12 0 0 1 0 
13 0 0 1 0 
14 0 0 1 0 
15 0 0 1 0 
16 0 0 1 0 
17 0 0 1 0 
18 0 1 1 0 
19 1 1 1 0 
20 1 1 1 0 
21 1 1 1 1 
22 1 1 0 0 
Figure 24: Bank of Chania: Input data of four managerial level in UCINET 
 
Graduate Portfolio 2009: Cooperative Bank of Chania: A Network Approach in Cooperative Economy 
portfolio_in_one 60/176                                                                                                  Theodoros Katerinakis 
 
Figure 25: Bank of Chania: A 3-D Visuals of Managerial level in UCINET 
 
The 3-D visual is used to represent the 4 managerial levels that “overlap” in some cases (CEO, Operations manager, Director of 
Eastern, and Director of Western Network, using input data of Figure 24). 
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The IPA is extending Thomas (1997) simple philosophy when dealing with “coop” partners: “an 
important key to business success – and business longevity – is to deliver value to all our partners in a 
balanced fashion over time. ‘Balanced over time’ because we don’t expect each partner to gain equal 
benefit from each decision we make – in delivering value to one partner we may, at times, work against 
the interests of another.” A really interesting expansion of the current project is the detailed 
representation of formal hierarchical ties (Katerinakis, 2005) that exist in Bank’s organization chart 
(drawn in Figure 5). A comparison of operational ties with network ties, with all the overlapping or 
dashed lines of connection (using paths to reach nodes with the same or different colors) may reveal 
the real case in terms of answering the following questions: 
 
 who you choose to share important information with,  
 who you communicate to get the job done with, 
 whose secretary is critical for resolving “important matters”,  
 who is the most likable and who the most non-approachable and who the most redundant 
director,  
 who is the non- executive that you ask the most,  
 who is the executive most likely to be elected, in your preference  etc. 
 
These questions are important for an intra-level examination of the organization but are generalizable 
to reflect games of influence, power, and managerial efficiency in the bank of cooperative members. In 
the end, they have to decide whether they attribute “homophily” in their bank or they see a mirror 
image of their own characteristics and personality. They have the right to choose as banking 
competition is unrestricted (in Greece), but when they choose they have to interpret their 
understanding in the following value components:  utility value, affirmation value, ego-support value, 
stimulation value and security value. It is the sustainability of their local community and the feeling of 
belonging that is at stake: “What is the name of your ‘best friend’? … [Cooperative Bank of Chania]”. 
That is the question for the individual to feel and for the bank to fulfill. 
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Appendix A: Cooperative Network in the world8 
 
1. Statistical Information on the CooperativeMovement 
The Cooperative Movement brings together over 800 million people around the world. 
 The United Nations estimated in 1994 that the livelihood of nearly 3 billion people, or half of the 
world's population, was made secure by Cooperative enterprise. These enterprises continue to play 
significant economic and social roles in their communities. Below are some facts about the Movement 
that demonstrate their relevance and contribution to economic and social development. 
 
 
   
 
                                                 
8 Imported from the website of the “International Cooperative alliance” at http://www.ica.coop/al-ica (accessed on 
November 2007) 
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2. Large segments of the population are members of co-operatives 
In Argentina, there are over 17,941 Cooperative societies with 9.1 million members.  
In Belgium, there were 29,933 Cooperative societies in 2001.  
In Canada, four of every ten Canadians are members of at least one co-operative. In Quebec, 
approximately 70% of the population is co-op members, while in Saskatchewan 56% are members. 
Source: Cooperative Secretariat, Government of Canada.  
In Colombia over 3.3 million people are members of co-operatives or 8.01% of the population. 
(Source: CONFECOOP. Sector Cooperativo Colombiano 2005)  
 Costa Rica counts over 10% of its population as members of co-operatives.  
 Finland, S-Group has a membership of 1,468,572 individuals which represents 62% of Finnish 
households. (Source: SOK Corporation Annual Report 2004)  
 In Germany, there are 20 million people who are members of co-operatives, 1 out of 4 people.  
 In Indonesia, 27.5% families representing approximately 80 million individuals are members of 
co-operatives. (Source: Ministry of Cooperative& SMEs, Indonesia,2004)  
 In Japan, 1 out of every 3 families is a member of co-operatives.  
 Kenya 1 in 5 is a member of a Cooperative or 5.9 million and 20 million Kenyans directly or 
indirectly derive their livelihood from the Cooperative Movement.  
 In India, over 239 million people are members of a co-operative.  
 In Malaysia, 5.9 million people or 24% of the total population are members of co-
operatives.(Source: Ministry of Entrepreneur and CooperativeDevelopment, Department of 
Cooperative Development, Malaysia, December 2006)  
 In New Zealand, 40% of the adult population are members of co-operatives and mutuals. 
(Source: New Zealand Cooperative Association, 2007)  
 In Singapore, 50% of the population (1.6 million people) are members of a co-operative.  
 In the United States, 4 in 10 individuals is a member of a Cooperative(25%). 
Cooperatives are significant economic actors in national economies 
 In Belgium, Cooperative pharmacies have a market share of 19.5%.  
 In Benin, FECECAM, a savings and credit Cooperative federation provided USD 16 million in 
rural loans in 2002.  
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 In Brazil, co-operatives are responsible for 40% of the agricultural GDP and for 6% of total 
agribusiness exports. In 2006 Brazilian co-operatives exported 7.5 million tons of agricultural 
products for a value of USD 2.83 billion to 137 countries.  
(Source: Brazil-Arab News Agency, 2 February 2007). 
http://www.anba.com.br/ingles/noticia.php?id=13698  
 In Bolivia, Cooperativa de Ahorro y Crédito "Jesús Nazareno" Ltda. (CJN) handled 25% of the 
savings in Bolivia in 2002.  
 Canadian maple sugar co-operatives produce 35% of the world's maple sugar production.  
 In Côte d'Ivoire co-operatives invested USD 26 million for setting up schools, building rural 
roads and establishing maternal clinics.  
 In Colombia, 6,462 co-operatives were responsible for 5.25% of the GDP in 2005. Saludcoop, 
a health co-operative, provides health care services for 15.5% of the population. Coffee co-
operatives market 33.78% of Colombian coffee. Financial co-operatives hold 5.8% of the 
financial service market. (Source: CONFECOOP. Sector Cooperativo Colombiano 2005)  
 In Cyprus, the Cooperative movement held 30% of the market in banking services, and handled 
35% of all marketing of agricultural produce.  
 In Denmark, consumer co-operatives in 2004 held 37% of the market. (Source: Coop Norden 
AB annual report 2004)  
 Finnish Cooperative groups within Pellervo were responsible for 74% of the meat products, 
96% of dairy products; 50% of the egg production, 34% of forestry products and handled 
34.2% of the total deposits in Finnish banks.  
 In France, 9 out of 10 farmers are members of agricultural co-operatives; Cooperative banks 
handle 60% of the total deposits and 25% of all retailers in France are co-operatives. (Source: 
GNC Newsletter, No 348, June 2007)  
 Hungary, consumer co-operatives members of Co-op Hungary are responsible for 14.4% of the 
national food and general retail sales in 2004. (Source: Co-op Hungary, Statistical Data 2004)  
 In Japan, the agricultural co-operatives report outputs of USD 90 billion with 91% of all 
Japanese farmers in membership.  
 In Kenya, co-operatives are responsible for 45% of the GDP and 31% of national savings and 
deposits. They have 70% of the coffee market, 76% dairy, 90% pyrethrum, and 95% of cotton.  
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 In Korea, agricultural co-operatives have a membership of over 2 million farmers (90% of all 
farmers), and an output of USD 11 billion. The Korean fishery co-operatives also report a 
market share of 71%.  
 In Kuwait, the Kuwaiti Union of Consumer Cooperative Societies handled 80% of the national 
retail trade.  
 In Latvia, the Latvian Central Cooperative Union is responsible for 12.3% of the market in the 
food industry sector.  
 In Moldova, the Central Union of Consumer Co-operatives were responsible for 6.8% of the 
consumer market.  
 In New Zealand, 22% of the gross domestic product (GDP) is generated by Cooperative 
enterprise. Co-operatives are responsible for 95% of the dairy market and 95% of the export 
dairy market. They hold 70% of the meat market, 50% of the farm supply market, 70% of the 
fertilizer market, 75% of the wholesale pharmaceuticals, and 62% of the grocery market. 
(Source: New Zealand Cooperative Association, 2007)  
 In Norway, dairy co-operatives are responsible for 99% of the milk production; consumer co-
operatives held 25% of the market; fisheries co-operatives were responsible for 8.7% of total 
Norwegian exports; forestry co-operatives were responsible for 76% of timber and that 1.5 
million people of the 4.5 million Norwegians are member of co-operatives.  
 In Poland, dairy co-operatives are responsible for 75% of dairy production.  
 Co-operatives and mutuals in Scotland account for 4.25% of the Scottish Gross Domestic 
Product, having an annual turnover of GBP 4 billion and assets of GBP 25 billion. ( Source: 
Cooperative Development Scotland web site, and "Co-operatives in Scotland: A powerful 
force....", 2007)  
 In Singapore, consumer co-operatives hold 55% of the market in supermarket purchases and 
have a turnover of USD 700 million.  
 In Slovenia, agricultural co-operatives are responsible for 72% of the milk production, 79% of 
cattle; 45% of wheat and 77% of potato production.  
 In Sweden, consumer co-operatives held 17.5% of the market in 2004. (Source: Coop Norden 
AB annual report 2004)  
 In the UK, the largest independent travel agency is a co-operative.  
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 In Uruguay, Cooperatives produce 90% of the total milk production, 340% of honey and 30% 
of wheat. 60% of Cooperative production is exported to over 40 countries around the world.  
 In Vietnam, co-operatives contribute 8.6% of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP).  
 In the United States more than 30 co-operatives have annual revenue in excess of USD 1 
billion. In 2003 the top 100 US co-operatives had combined revenues of USD 117 billion. In 
addition, approximately 30% of farmers' products in the US are marketed through 3,400 
farmer-owned co-operatives.  
 Co-operatives create and maintain employment 
 Co-operatives provide over 100 million jobs around the world, 20% more than multinational 
enterprises.  
 In Canada, co-operatives and credit unions employ over 155,000 people. The Desjardins 
movement (savings and credit co-operatives) is the largest employer in the province of Québec.  
 In Colombia, the Cooperative movement provides 109,000 jobs and an additional 379,000 as 
owner-workers in workers co-operatives. The provide 23% of the jobs in the health sector, 18% 
of the jobs in the transport sector, 13% in the worker/industrial sector, 11% in the financial 
sector and 9% in the agricultural sector. (Source: CONFECOOP. Sector Cooperativo 
Colombiano 2005)  
 In France, 21,000 co-operatives provide over 4 million jobs. (SWource: GNC Newsletter, No 
348, June 2007)  
 In Germany, 8,106 co-operatives provide jobs for 440,000 people.  
 In Indonesia, co-operatives provide jobs to 288,589 individuals. (Source: Ministry of 
Cooperative& SMEs, Indonesia, 2004)  
 In Italy, 70,400 Cooperative societies employed nearly 1 million people in 2005. (Source: 
Camere di Commercio d'Italia, "Secondo rapporto sulle imprese cooperative")  
 In Kenya, 250,000 people are employed by co-operatives.  
 In Slovakia, the Cooperative Union represents more 700 co-operatives who employ nearly 
75,000 individuals.  
Note: Data provided here has been collected from a variety of sources including ICA's statistical questionnaire, 
information published by Cooperative organizations, presentations made by co-operatives, and government statistical 
offices. 
 
Graduate Portfolio 2009: Cooperative Bank of Chania: A Network Approach in Cooperative Economy 
portfolio_in_one 69/176                                                                                                  Theodoros Katerinakis 
 
Appendix B: The Greek Cooperative Banking Potential9  
 
Development of Financial Figures and Other Data  
The development of various data of Cooperative Banks, during the last 5 years, can be noted in the 
respective tables, which illustrate the level of developments as well as the prospects created. 
The development of these sizes varies from Bank to Bank and this is due to the time they began their 
operation and other factors, such as the structure of the local economy, the dynamic for development of 
the areas in which they are activated and the degree of the Bank’s activation. Notably, during the last 5 
years, the average increase in equity capital was 86%, in assets 29.7%, in loans 35% and in deposits 
40.4%. In other sizes, which are indicative of the dynamics of Cooperative Banks, we note that the 
number of branches during the same period reported an average increase of 25%, while the personnel 
and the members 20.2% and 14.6%, respectively. 
 
Development of Financial and Other Data of the Group of Cooperative Banks  
Easy access of Small & Medium enterprises to the banking system, the creation of banking products 
adjusted to local needs, the friendly attitude and the provision of immediate customer service as well as 
the support and participation of the banks in the local developmental initiatives, constitute in brief the 
multidimensional role and the differentiated operation of Cooperative Banks in relation to other Credit 
Institutions. 
 
 
Potential in the New Environment  
Cooperative banks are currently experiencing the high competition and the constant new adjustments 
noted in the economic and business sector. Greece’s participation (as a full member) in the Economic 
Monetary Union of low interest rates reduces the traditional sources for profits and opens new 
directions in the organization and operation of banks, based on the axes of capital management and the 
use of new technology in the approach and provision of customer service. Bank mergers and 
acquisitions on a national and international level, for the achievement of scale economies, and the 
                                                 
9 Summarized data from the official website of the Association of Cooperative Banks of Greece (ESTE) 
available at http://www.este.gr/Docs/yearly/2003.pdf, http://www.este.gr/en/index.html (accessed on November 
2007). 
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penetration of non-traditional banking transactions in the field of banking transactions create new data 
in the banking market. However, there are two facts that are significantly encouraging: 
 
 The number of customers and the volume of the transactions are increasing and 
 The role of the Bank as an advisor and as a Credit Institution, which satisfies the whole range 
of its customer’s financial needs, is appointed. 
 
Cooperative Bank, which is mainly an institution of local societies with a certified client-oriented 
character, flexibility and decentralized operation, constitutes implicitly a banking institution model that 
can respond, through proper adjustments, to the customer’s needs. Already, Cooperative Banks and 
Credit Cooperatives have proceeded to the implementation of a strategy, which will increase their size, 
enhance their equity capital, develop their network (tangible and alternative or 
electronic/corresponding) and improve their competitive position.  
 
 The first step was made by the foundation of Panellinia Bank SA by the Cooperative Banks and 
Credit Cooperatives of Greece.  
 The second step was made by the installation of a common electronic data processing system 
that allows interconnection between the Cooperative Banks and Panellinia Bank. The aim is to 
form a national network, to reduce their cost and give the opportunity to their members to be 
served in every Cooperative banking point of sale. 
 The third step is being made by the Co-operation with other major European Cooperative 
Banks for the acquisition of the technical Know-how and the forming of a European network. 
Negotiations have already begun with European Cooperative Banks, and are already fruitful 
with DZ Bank from Germany. 
 
By implementing this strategy, the Cooperative Banks acquire the advantages of a major banking 
group and constitute a rising banking force in our country. 
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4.3. Introduction and Commentary on Ethics for Science and Technical 
Communication 
Title: The Code of Ethics of IEEE-CS/ACM 
 
Course: COM875 -501 Ethics for Science and Technical Communication 
 
This paper is a critical synthesis of communication elements of a code of ethics, as 
applied to information-oriented professionals.  The paper introduces ethical issues that 
concern computer and information-related industries and scholarship using as reference 
instrument the code of ethics of the Association of Computing Machinery (ACM is the 
first scientific and educational society in computing); its deontological and pragmatic 
dimensions provided the foundation for establishing “computing” as a science and a 
profession.  
Scholars of communicative action and theorists of ethics may find the notion of 
information, as process and exchange, relevant with the motives of action and the means-
ends debate. The Code review focuses on stakeholders to whom information 
professionals have obligations, i.e., the public, the employer, the client, the profession, 
and colleagues (covering the corporate, non-profit, governmental, and user aspects) using 
an approach similar to Adorno’s role-playing as an analytical tool. One of the key issues 
in professional and science ethics is that self-regulation depends mostly on the consensus 
and commitment of the “members of the profession”, as participants in Habermasian ideal 
situations, using information exchange as speech acts. Hence, the group’s ethical 
behavior could be a major institutional imperative for the 21st century. 
  
ACM Code of Ethics and Professional Contact (1992) is used as an overarching frame 
and Software Engineering Code of Ethics and Professional Practice (SECEPP v.5.2, 
1999), as jointly approved by IEEE-CS/ACM, is used as a more updated case, in the field 
of software engineering that dominates information community. Information science 
professionals are considered as “engineers, facilitators, emancipators” while providing 
information services for end-users. This analysis reviews issues across the spectrum and 
offers comprehensive points on the “soft” (user-oriented) issues of computing, where the 
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subject (user) leads the object (process). In this analysis of SECEPP for ACM and IEEE a 
deontological position, closer to human conduct than to its ends, is incorporated. The use 
of sources from aspects of computing, software engineering, and user practices, as well as 
explicit references that connect provisions with practical experience appeals to various 
members of the audience that identify “soft” and “hard” issues of computing technology. 
The critical approach in this paper is enforced by the proposition of specific 
modifications that may complement the Code. 
 
The incorporation of the role of professional societies in the establishment of professional 
sectors and the self-regulating principle in the ethical domain are two significant issues of 
the whole analysis. A useful skill exercise was the synthetic approach in using different 
sources from the U.S. and Scandinavian tradition and the exposure to the use of 
institutionalized codes of ethics with emphasis in responsibility and the “greater good” 
concept. Also, the integration of communication ethics with information science proves 
to be a rich potential. 
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4.4. The Code of Ethics of IEEE-CS/ACM   
 
Project Title: Code of Ethics of IEEE-CS/ACM   
Select an organization within a scientific or engineering context of your choice. Obtain a 
copy of the organization's code of ethics; see Online Ethics Center for Engineering and 
Science for a convenient source of a variety of documents. Note especially statements that 
relate to communication issues. Describe the ethical issues that the code of ethics 
attempts to address? Are any omitted? How would you revise it? Search for reports of the 
organization's behavior and evaluate it in view of their published code of ethics. Make 
your own ethical perspective clear and explicit in your analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Course: Ethics for Science and Technical Communication, Fall 2008 
 
Professor: Dr. Lawrence Souder
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The Association for Computing Machinery (ACM) is the world’s first scientific and 
educational society in computing, founded in 1947. Its institutional goal is to deliver 
resources that advance computing “as a science and a profession.” ACM provides the 
computing field's premier Digital Library of computer science literature, publications, 
courses, conferences, career resources and member benefits, serving its members and the 
computing profession. ACM aims to enrich the threefold of professional, educational, and 
research life of all its members (inspire dialogue, share resources and address the field's 
challenges), and their impact to society at large. Thus, it enables professional 
development, and promotes policies and research that benefit society professionals.  
 
Computing as a field provides service in different disciplines and human endeavors. 
Therefore, there was a need of establishing the discipline per se, distinguishing it from 
relevant activities like machine engineering (covered by the Institute of Electrical and 
Electronics Engineers or IEEE, 1963) and software engineering, and framing computing 
as a profession of informatics (IS profession). ACM Code of Ethics and Professional 
Contact (1992) is used as an overarching frame where as Software Engineering Code of 
Ethics and Professional Practice (SECEPP v.5.2, 1999), as jointly approved by IEEE-
CS/ACM, are used as a more updated case, in the domain of software engineering that is 
central in  information community.  
 
Historically, professional associations use codes of ethics as mechanisms to acquire status 
(for their profession) or as regulatory frameworks for their members and thereby 
persuade the public that they have the right of self-regulation (Anderson et al, 1993). 
During the past 50 years, computers with information systems transformed from 
monolithic devices of number-crunching to centralized repositories of management 
information systems and then to distributed interconnected, cyberspace systems that 
support human activities (Conger & Loch, 1995). Computer use has shifted from 
computational problems to life support, from machine language to graphical user 
interfaces, from abstractions of work to virtual reality and collaborative work on the 
World Wide Web. Ethical implications emerge through these transformations, conditions, 
and situations that accompany them mostly due to the mediatory character of computing 
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in the majority of social activities; computers became tools and facilitators in business 
and social life.  
 
In this analysis of SECEPP for ACM and IEEE a deontological position, closer to human 
conduct than to its ends, is incorporated. In contrast to law and medical practitioners 
(with the oath on Themis and the oath on Hippocrates respectively), IS professionals do 
not have a uniform set of rules to comply with, as professional certification is voluntary, 
as well as membership in ACM or other national organizations. On the other hand, the 
question of professionalization does not include only formal criteria like independence, 
self-regulation and status, but also, through the Code, expression of ideas about the nature 
and content of the profession, its goals and means, its long-term ideals and strategies. In 
this sense, the Code contains the rights, constraints, and duties of individuals to respect 
regardless the evaluation of their consequences and implications (Dahlbom & 
Mathiassen, 1994).  IS and software engineering professionals have the responsibility to 
emphasize that actual applications are built to be used by people, and have real 
consequences to individuals and society. They gain specialized knowledge and talent in 
society; that is a power that comes with the responsibility to use knowledge for a greater 
good, the good of that society. Hence, SECEPP provides eight principles that address and 
respond to certain types of obligations (as shown in Figure 1):  
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Figure 1: SECEPP principles and obligations formulated from http://seeri.etsu.edu/se_code_adopter/page.asp?Name=Code 
The profession of informatics, as framed by this Code, incorporates certain elements of a 
Scandinavian consideration (Dahlbom, B. & L. Mathiassen, 1993, p. 193:195) that associates 
the roles of a professional with communication concepts of a professional identity, as in 
the following Figure 2: 
  
Role Approach Communication Focus Message Conveyed (to the client) 
Engineer Construction Artifact “I build things” 
Facilitator Evolution Culture “I help people” 
Emancipator Intervention Power “I change things” 
Figure 2: Communication Concepts in the Profession of Informatics created with data from Dahlbom, B. & L. Mathiassen (1993) 
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Professionals in informatics inherently deal with a “wholly new kind of entity,” computer 
software, something more than a machine, a process, or a literary element; software is all 
of these combined, with its applications and consequences. Inevitably, this engagement 
involves all information-oriented elements: software, hardware, communications, 
information, personnel, and procedures in a communication continuum (technical and 
non-technical).  Unfolding data from Figure 2, information practitioners as “engineers” 
want to increase efficiency of computing and computer use; information practitioners as 
“facilitators” strive to increase understanding of how technology “could serve people” 
and not how people “should serve technology”. Lastly, information practitioners as 
“emancipators” focus their concern on injustice, hegemony, and unequal distribution of 
power, often supported by the use of advanced technology. These positions consider 
different social and communication parameters - wealth, understanding, perception, or 
equality - as IS professionals want to “improve the world”. Thus, SECEPP is the 
embodiment of a set of commitments and principles for its members. These commitments 
are expressed as “rules” and “ideals”, but the essential social function is to clarify and 
formally state those ethical requirements that are important to ACM and IEEE, as 
professional associations. Software engineers and information professionals may work as 
employees in teams rather than “in their own right” (i.e. as self-employed) – as doctors 
and lawyers do– or may collaborate with users and clients to design and develop quality 
systems. Thus, they give authority to the user, putting aside their professional 
independence and they have to be accountable to this type of audience. Consequently, by 
conferring benefits to the public the Code persuades them that ACM/IEEE members 
deserve confidence and respect, social and economic reward, and intellectual recognition.  
 
The Code works with emphasis in deliberate socialization, education and training rather 
than enforced compliance. The primacy of well-being and quality of life of the public in 
all decisions related to software engineering and informatics is emphasized with the 
starting point, “the public” and throughout the Code. The Code retains a cohesive form 
with an abstract set of aspirations and ideals (the spirit of the code) in the short version 
and a set of clauses (the letter of the code) that give examples, conditions, and details of 
how these aspirations change the way information professionals act, in the full version. 
Graduate Portfolio 2009: The Code of Ethics of IEEE-CS/ACM 
 
portfolio_in_one 78/176                                                                   Theodoros Katerinakis 
 
“Software engineers have the responsibility to commit themselves to making the analysis, 
specification, design, development, testing, and maintenance of software a beneficial and 
respected profession” (SECEPP, 1999). SECEPP’s principles identify the ethically 
responsible partnerships in which individuals, groups, and organizations relate to each 
other and participate in non-conflict of interest relationships, as well as the primary 
obligations and transparency issues within these relationships (Gotterbarn et al, 1999). 
The Code is not intended to be used in individual parts; i.e. in isolation to justify errors of 
omission or commission, but as a whole set of professional commitments and 
accountability measures. The Code does not provide a linear ethical function that 
generates (mathematically) monotonous ethical decisions. There are situations where 
standards may be in tension or conflict with each other or with layers of standards from 
other sources. In such cases critical thinking allows for judgment calls from the software 
engineer and information professional to act consistently with the spirit of the Code. 
 
For example, let’s consider the scenario of Figure 3 (using Oz, 1992, with emphasis added 
as underline):  
 
 
Figure 3: A Real-case scenario as described by Oz (1992) 
Professional ethical codes, as ways of regulating morality, carry their rationale from three 
modern perspectives: ethical relativism of Spinoza, consequentialism or utilitarianism of 
Mill, and deontologism of Kant. In the case of computer professionals, the last two seem 
more applicable: utilitarianism supports that an action is right or wrong depending upon 
its consequences, such as its effects on society (or the utility and benefit for the individual 
and the organization). Deontologism, by contrast, supports that an action is right or 
wrong in itself, in its intrinsic character, without considering motives or outer 
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consequences. In applying the spirit of the Code, in a deontological manner, the 
programmer of the case in Figure 3 should inform the client (as a consultant who 
communicates to educate both employer and client) on the incompatibility and not deliver 
the project without fixing it (in compliance to her whistle-blowing responsibility to the 
public, the product, and the profession as higher “goods”, in comparison to the employer 
and the client). Also, following the same line in the case of possible harmful acts, she is 
supposed to choose deontology over confidentiality. Such an evaluation goes beyond the 
generic ACM Code of Ethics and calls for individual judgment that is closer to the 
SECEPP; a programmer is closer to a software engineer for sure.  Individual judgment is 
applied case-by-case, and the responsibility of judgment rests to the individual IS 
professional. The Code, in the full version, is a ruler that assists the professional to make 
a judgment.  
 
Also, the Code is a key communication component for ethical conduct in the relationship 
between IS professionals and the public. This relationship is analogous to other 
professional relationships. As Oz (1992) points out “lay people trust their interests to 
experts”; people rely on software engineers for their knowledge and expertise; people 
visit a physician for help because the physician has knowledge that they do not have; 
people hire a lawyer because of the skills that they do not possess. In the dynamic and 
highly volatile computer profession that exists in various sectors and industries and 
massages other professional categories with new skills, the Code has the goal to achieve 
the following objectives (Johnson & Snapper, 1985, p. 78): 
 
 Inspiration: the Code inspires ACM/IEEE members to act more ethically. 
 Sensitivity: the Code cultivates sensitivity to the moral aspects of their jobs. 
 Discipline: the Code, although by consensus and self-conscious, enforces certain 
rules on the profession to achieve integrity. 
 Advice: the Code can be used to provide recommendations and advice in cases of 
ethical concerns or dilemmas. 
 Awareness: the Code is a contract mirror that reflects the expectations and 
interests of employers and clients when IS professionals do their job. 
Graduate Portfolio 2009: The Code of Ethics of IEEE-CS/ACM 
 
portfolio_in_one 80/176                                                                   Theodoros Katerinakis 
 
 
A code of ethics and professional conduct like SECEPP (as a special case of ACM Code 
of Ethics and Professional Conduct) is a contribution to the methodology of the 
profession (Dahlbom & Mathiassen, 1994). The Code, in its full version, is specific 
enough to define high quality computer artifacts, to provide rules of conduct as guidelines 
in daily practice, and to offer practical professional conduct and not just generic moral 
directives.  Computer professionals have responsibilities to their profession, acting as 
representatives of their profession in their workplace and in the broader community. 
Also, by nature, as humans before becoming professionals they had acquired ethical 
principles and intuitions and possible conflicts may arise if the professional code in some 
way contradicts their ethical culture. That is why such a code is a result of consensus 
building.  
In any professional ethical code, besides principles and declarations, necessary 
constituents are the enforcement mechanism and the accountability provisions for the 
public. In the case of SECEPP, we can identify the following: 
 The Code focuses on stakeholders to which the IS professional has obligations, 
i.e., the public, the employer, the client, their colleagues and the profession at 
large. This focus emphasizes a broader sense of responsibility than that “on the 
areas of responsibility”. 
 The profession, via computer networks and occupational mobility, transcends 
national borders. Hence, the Code does not have country- specific provisions.  
 The Code provides priorities of obligations by stating which constituency’s 
interests the professional should fulfill in case of a conflict; i.e. the welfare of the 
broader public should always come before the interests of the others. This is not a 
legal, but a moral, advice and it should be extended only in the absence of 
applicable law. 
 
At this point, several modifications that may upgrade the Code in a pragmatic way, 
stressing propositions of institutional and empirical importance, are proposed. These 
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revisions cover omissions or complement the Code in line with legal advances and 
applicable improvements. 
 
A major omission in the Code is the absence of procedures for reporting and processing 
complaints against violators of the code and the sanctions taken against violators; e.g. 
expulsion from the organization, revocation of professional certificates, denial of 
admittance to professional gatherings, and other temporary or life-time penalties. The 
incorporation of such procedures enriches accountability measures. Another omission is 
that a governing/consulting body should be there to provide guidance or preventive 
consultation. An applicable format would be the Professional Advisory Committee -that 
British Computer Society states in its own Code of Ethics- ready to give guidance on the 
application of the Code of Conduct, for any member who seeks the Committee’s 
assistance. On the other edge, an Ombudsman institution as an advocate to mediate in 
certain inquiries would be a useful reporting and independent referee. These bodies 
would enrich problem preventing/solving capacities of the Code. 
 
Another useful complement, for the Code, would be to provide some paradigms as 
conditional statements, i.e. “If X occurs, under conditions Y, then do Z.” This technique 
would bridge any possible interpretation gaps or disparities that the professionals may 
have to overcome cases of individual, idiosyncratic judgment. Lastly, using the culture of 
documentation that computer professionals/software engineers are accustomed to, the 
Code could incorporate several case studies in the form of extended “what-if” scenarios 
possibly provided by other professional members (in real world conditions, with 
provisions of discrete handling and confidentiality). Such scenarios may serve as 
inductive patterns of ethical decision, under professional criteria, in a ceteris paribus 
environment. These scenarios could form an electronic appendix or discussion board 
where the case is presented and the Ombudsman responds to finite and specific but not 
anonymous, posted reactions (of ACM/IEEE members). 
 
Morality expresses distinction between “right and wrong” as a principle contained in or 
taught by work; it is a precisely expressed concept or truth. Ethics is the way of life 
Graduate Portfolio 2009: The Code of Ethics of IEEE-CS/ACM 
 
portfolio_in_one 82/176                                                                   Theodoros Katerinakis 
 
conforming to an accepted standard of human behavior that may become a cultural 
benchmark. Professional ethics has to be compatible with common morality. Thus, 
applying Weily’s (1999) definition the Code consists of those morally permissible 
standards of conduct each member of ACM/IEEE wants “…every other member of the 
group to follow”, even if everyone else's following them would mean “having to follow 
them too.”. SECEPP (1998) emphasizes socialization, education, and training rather than 
enforced compliance and acts as an aid to individual decision making, in combination 
with the overarching ACM Code of Ethics and Professional Conduct.  The ideal of a 
computer professional, as a facilitator, who helps users to express their needs and ensures 
that their requirements are documented and implemented is widely accepted. Thus, a 
collective goal of IS professionals in a fair society is that “all individuals would have 
equal opportunity to participate in, or benefit from, the use of computer resources 
regardless of race, sex, religion, age, disability, national origin or other such similar 
factors” (ACM’s Constitution and Code of Ethics, 1992).   
 
Computers through computer networks have a truly global, transnational character. 
Hence, when we are talking about computer ethics, we are talking about the emerging 
global ethic. This problematic adds a floating notion to the rules of governance, as 
Wiener, the founder of computer ethics, projected in an integrated form with other 
legislation (since 1950’s): “the rules of computer ethics, no matter how well thought 
through, will be ineffective unless respected by the vast majority of or maybe even all 
computer users. This means that in the future, the rules of computer ethics should be 
respected by the majority (or all) of the human inhabitants of the Earth.... In other words, 
computer ethics will become universal [;] it will be a global ethic.” (Wiener, 1950/1954, 
p.186). 
  
A principal rebuttal in the claim of a fair “computer society” is the recognition of the 
difficulty that ACM and other societies have in implementing an ethics review system. 
This realization, that self-regulation depends mostly on the consensus and commitment of 
its members to ethical behavior, could be a major institutional imperative for the 21st 
century. 
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4.5. Introduction and Commentary on International Negotiations 
Title: Imia/Kardak Crisis 1996: The Night of Grey Compromises; a Negotiation Game of 
Greece and Turkey to avoid Military confrontation 
 
Course: COM690-504 International Negotiations 
 
This paper presents an emblematic case study in the field of international negotiations, in which 
two countries, Greece and Turkey, with a long history of hostility found themselves in the brink 
of military confrontation; in the most notable incident of the past 25 years for both countries. It 
is a case study that applies communication components in negotiation theory, illustrating the 
use of the two-level game theory with emphasis in domestic politics and the role of the media. 
The report incorporates personal testimonies and experiences drawn from military logs and 
declassified journals. 
 
This case study aims to enrich literature on issues of international negotiations where on-going 
disputes are the pattern. The definition of the context and the situation with historical 
documentation, a preview exemplary case of 1987 crisis that provides a comparative reference, 
the application of international law, and the justification and explanation of insights, 
testimonies and systemic parameters are the major characteristics of the paper that uses 17 
figures to support argumentation and explanations. The paper concludes with the discussion on 
political and military objectives and potential comparing and contrasting Greek and Turkish 
foreign policies. The primary research question is the effect of content or superficial resolution 
to historical disputes with confounding factors of psychological profiles and personal agendas. 
Communication components are disclosed using theory elimination; thus, applying game 
theory and considering the appropriate aspects. 
   
The paper introduces a subject of security policy in a way that is comprehensible by 
communication scholars, geographers, and historians, as well as negotiation experts. Historical, 
geographical, political and cultural components play a decisive role and influence actors and 
stakeholders in the negotiation game. Furthermore, these components formulate a media 
environment that collapses a two- level game model to a media communication initiative, in 
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both affected countries. From the position of an institution and a medium, media channels 
evolve as primary actors. This paper is also a project appropriate for scenario analysis. 
 
Imia/Kardak crisis started as a common nautical incident in the Aegean and escalated from 
Greece and Turkey, as political bureaucracies were responding to striking media challenges, 
controversial crisis management and military expertise. Personal involvement of the author, 
who was responsible to monitor and record the flow/implementation of commands during the 
three-day escalation of the crisis, provided insights of being “in and out” of the crisis 
simultaneously. The military was the executive branch in the negotiation game and the role of 
domestic factors was disclosed in the coming years (1996-2009), as there is no practice of de-
classifying documents in both Greece and Turkey. Political process, national pride, and 
patriotic responsibility were refined and redefined in the cultural contexts of two countries and 
two distinct military establishments. Thus, “what-if” arguments and factual projection from the 
media coverage is the center of the whole paper. 
 
The task to isolate personal, experiential involvement and bias (to a certain extent) and use 
communication theory (as a third person and a participant in observation) was the most 
demanding in this project. Also, the attempt to use pluralistic sources (from Greece and Turkey, 
from political establishment and the military, from books, papers, logs, blogs, televised 
interviews and documentaries) was a balancing act and a challenge of synthesizing sometimes 
contradicting sources. Lastly, methodologically, the combination of a game theory foundation 
with communication (soft) aspects is a rich potential in any inter-personal issue of inquiry. 
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4.6. Imia/Kardak Crisis (1996): The Night of Grey Compromises-A Negotiation Game of 
Greece and Turkey to Avoid Military Confrontation 
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1. Summary- Position  
 
The Greek-Turkish dispute over the Aegean Sea is a standing issue that have historical 
roots in the founding of both nation states, involves different foreign powers, is the outcome of 
warfare in the first half of 20th century, reserves a special position in defense doctrines of both 
sides, and is a cine qua non issue that undermines bilateral cooperation. Thus, it is a long 
stagnant issue in the negotiation table that seems to set the agenda for any type of bilateral 
talks. It encompasses four distinct, but interrelated, issues10:  
 
 Rights of sovereignty over the Aegean continental shelf  
 Waters limits in territorial status, within the Aegean Sea claimed by each side 
 Jurisdiction status over military and civil aviation airspace zones  
 Sovereignty over territorial integrity on areas of the Aegean islands, as arranged in 
various treaties or remained implicitly specified or challenged in the course of the 
second half of the 20th century. 
  
This fourth issue came to the surface after the emblematic Imia/Kardak11 crisis, which 
brought the two countries one step away from war. Apart from the first three issues, it was the 
first time, after World War II, when both countries as states saw a dispute over their territorial 
sovereignty (on the tangible issue of a “land” dispute). However, after the crisis was resolved 
with the explicit U.S. intervention, Turkey initiated the issue of sovereignty over certain or 
                                                 
10 Indicative sources on these issues are the following: NY Times (1996), Dispute Still Simmering over Aegean 
Sea Islets (at http://www.nytimes.com/1996/07/20/world/dispute-still-simmering-over-aegean-sea-islets.html), 
Akiman Nazmi (2002), Turkish-Greek Relations: From Uneasy Coexistence to Better Relations? A Retired 
Ambassador Takes Stock, Mediterranean Quarterly – Vol. 13, No 3, pp. 22-32, Kalaitzaki Theodora (2005), US 
Mediation in the Greek-Turkish Disputes since 1954, Mediterranean Quarterly - Vol 16, No 2, pp. 106-124, Ifantis 
Kostas (2008), Whither Turkey? Greece's Aegean Options in Turkey's Accession to the European Union (An 
Unusual Candidacy 2009), Springer Berlin Heidelberg, pp.121-132, Cadena Lucas (1998), Greek- Turkish 
Tensions, Princeton Journal of Foreign Affairs (at http://www.princeton.edu/~foreigna/winter1998/turkey.html), 
Stephanopoulos Constantinos (1998), Aegean Peace: International Law and the Greek-Turkish Conflict, Harvard 
International Review (at http://www.allbusiness.com/legal/international-law/709006-1.html), Anne Peters (2003), 
International Dispute Settlement: A Network of Cooperational Duties,EJIL, 14(1), pp.1-34.    
11 Imia is the name of the two-islet complex (as a whole called “Limnia” in local Greek dialect) in the Greek 
cadastre, where as Kardak is the name used during the Turkish occupation, registered in the Bodrum area. 
Although, the Imia case has definite documentation in international treaties, the issue is filed in international 
archives as “Imia/Kardak”; that is why it is used in this paper. 
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allegedly unspecified areas of the Aegean Sea (a challenge formulated as “gray areas or terrae 
nullius”). The resolution did not address the issue per se, but the latest escalation measures 
taken by both sides, starting from different positions. Personalities of the political and military 
establishment, mobilization of hardware and service personnel, and wide media coverage were 
in daily agenda, for a peak of 48 hours in mirroring roles, following a scalar tension for more 
than a month. The amalgam of actions, events, news coverage, and laypersons’ speculation 
raised questions of critical debate for the public sphere in both countries (Habermas, 1989), as 
well as for the communicative processes of the inter-state common sphere. 
 
The issue is clearly related with other disputes and an acceptable solution in its core 
content will secure the stability in the region. However, there are different opinions, strategic 
and tactical approaches about how the issue can be resolved. As several experts12 believe the 
best feasible resolution can be achieved through the application of international law, under the 
jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice (ICJ). On the other hand, several political 
criteria that have been implemented in ICJ disclose lack of historical awareness and led to 
decisions that ignore cultural specificity, historical memory and geographical context, as well 
as nation-state continuity. In a personal account, timing and aggregation of addressing issues is 
crucial in international law and the regional balance of powers is perceived in different ways 
from different representatives in the course of time, also depending on the aggregate issue at 
stake. Lastly, an improved awareness of the role of the military, both institutionally and 
practically, as a leverage of preventive policies has to be underlined.  
Furthermore, a crucial ground argument for the significance of such matters in both 
Greece and Turkey, apart from the deep history, is that in both countries military service is 
compulsory by constitution (at least for men). Thus, all people (primary males and currently 
gradually females in Greece) feel that they have a right to address “their own military point of 
view”. In some cases, opinions are expressed and propagated with lack of expertise and 
                                                 
12 For example see: Elias Taslim (2001), The International Court of Justice and Some Contemporary Problems, 
Martinus Nijhoff Publishers. Yücel Acer (2003), The Aegean Maritime Disputes and International Law, Ashgate 
Publishing Ltd. Van Dyke Jon M (1996), The Aegean Sea Dispute: Options and Avenues, Marine Policy, Vol. 20, 
Issue 5, September 1996, pp. 397-404. Kariotis Theodore C. (1990), The Case for a Greek Exclusive Economic 
Zone in the Aegean sea Marine Policy, Vol. 14, Issue 1, January 1990, pp. 3-14 
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knowledge of “fact matters.13” In this case the author is imposing his personal point of view by 
experience and role due to his specialty and record n Greek Air Force, for the period of July 
1995- March 1997, as Sergeant in computer analysis-programming, member of the Fighting 
Group in the Center of Operations/Communications of 115 Combat Wing during the Greek- 
Turkish crisis (January- February 1996), and liaison officer in the US Naval Base in Crete with 
authorization “Top Secret”. 
 
For eons, relations between Greece and Turkey have been turbulent. Peace has existed but 
longer periods of conflict have dominated their affairs. Relative harmony existed from 1920 
until 1950, in the 20th century. Since 1974, bilateral relations were characterized by an 
atmosphere of tension, mistrust, and threats of war, an exchange of anger, hatred, and conflict. 
In the foundation of the dispute we can find two separate triggering issues: Cyprus and the 
Aegean Sea (Lesser et al, 2003, p. 71). The current paper deals with the complicated issue of 
the tension in the Aegean and especially the dispute over the Imia/Kardak islets in 1996, as a 
case study of applying theoretical elements of communication theory in an international 
negotiation game. 
 
These disputes have caused a race of procurement for military hardware in armed forces over 
the years; a race quite unnecessary that even caused threats of war, in specific occasions (like 
the crisis of 1987 and 1996). Such disputes hold the potential for a disastrous war between 
Greece and Turkey, two allied-countries in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). 
Moreover, this potential could pull other countries into a conflict, destabilizing the whole 
Balkan region, and consequently putting Europe at large in a risk. In the period of March 1987, 
Greece and Turkey had another episode in the long chain of conflicts, the last in the Cold War 
era. Imia/Kardak crisis has to be considered and understood through the eyes of the historical 
past and the lens of the Greek-Turkish Aegean crisis of 1987. 
                                                 
13 Hence, the author adopted a balanced approach with sources from Greece and Turkey, although no archives 
were cleared; only books, simulation reports, and published transcripts are available apart from personal logs. 
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2. Historical Introduction 
 
For centuries the Mediterranean lake was the theatre of operations and administration 
from different empires/regimes. The Roman Empire occupied Ancient Greek city- states, it was 
discontinued by the Byzantine Empire (reigned for more than a millenary), then by the Ottoman 
Empire formulated by the Caliphate and Muslim tribes that were (later) disintegrated by 
European Colonial powers. The Byzantine Empire, founded when the capital of the Roman 
Empire was transferred from Rome to Constantinople (the so-called East Rome) in 324 AD, 
existed in the eastern Mediterranean area until the fifteenth century. The Ottoman Empire under 
the reign of Suleiman the Magnificent, from 1520 to 1566, expanded to cover the Balkans and 
Hungary, and reached the threshold of Vienna. The decline of the Empire began after the defeat 
at the Battle of Lepanto (1571) and lost almost its entire armada. It declined further during the 
next centuries, and its dissolution took place effectively in the First World War and the Balkan 
Wars. The modern Turkish Republican State that abolished the Caliphate with the closing 
traditional religious schools was founded in 1923 with Kemal Ataturk. Turkey became a secular 
state with the declaration of six fundamental principles. These principles determine and explain 
several aspects of the modern Turkish life, administration strategies, as well as institutional 
attitudes14. These principles are analyzed in various sources but are quite explicit in the Office 
of Instabul’s Governor15, as follows:  
 republicanism (emphasis in governance and the creation of the Republic)  
 populism (a social revolution with emphasis in the introduction of Swiss civil 
Code and the value of Turkish Citizenship)  
 secularism (separation of religion from state, educational, cultural and legal 
affairs)  
 reformism (emphasis in radical reform of traditional institutions to modern 
ones), 
                                                 
14 It is quite characteristic that the Turkish General Staff is organized as a fiduciary of Ataturk’s secular state, as 
described at http://www.tsk.tr/eng/index.htm (accessed on March 2009). 
15 From the Office of Istanbul’s Governor at 
http://www.istanbul.gov.tr/Portals/Ata/images/Ataturk_125/ilkeleri_ingilizce.swf (accessed on March 2009). 
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 nationalism (emphasis in political development of the republic) and  
 statism (emphasis on the State as the source of economic activity and 
regulation).  
Figure 1 is a comparative display of the configuration of the two empires with the respective 
timeline (in a snapshot clip taken in the red time spot). 
 
Figure 1: Imperial History of the Middle East at: http://www.mapsofwar.com/ind/imperial-history.html 
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3. The Aegean Sea Issues 
 
The Aegean Sea has been the theatre of strategic, military, and political confrontation since the 
Trojan War. Cultural and religious differences between Europe and Asia, as well geostrategic 
and economic interests, were a continuous part of the conflict agenda. However, the on-going 
dispute between Greece and Turkey is a break in history as both countries are members of a 
Military Alliance (NATO), bridging two continents and facing a challenge of the face of their 
modern identity (Wilson, 1979). A realistic approach in any type of negotiation has to take into 
account the historical background, other past events, their influence to popular opinion and 
public sphere (from both sides) and the attitudes of the Western- Eastern countries towards 
them. Two basic angles support an analytical framework in Wilson’s influential paper (1979):  
 The Turkish complaint that perception of the West towards Turkish-Greek 
differences is affected by philhellenism of the romantic tradition, ignoring 
modern Turkey. This perception favors more “Greek-oriented” policies 
according to Turkish foreign Policy. 
 The basic sense of insecurity that dominates Greek society, under the memory of 
400 years of Ottoman rule, the Greek suffering in World War I and II and the 
intervention of foreign powers afterwards. 
The “Aegean dispute” is generally framed by three separate but connected issues (Mann, 2001): 
 Sovereign rights over the Aegean continental self 
 Territorial sea limits claimed by each country 
 Military and civil air traffic control controversy and Search and Rescue Zone 
responsibility in the Aegean Sea. 
 
Three other questions derive from the three above (Öný Zyya, 2002; Wilson, 1979): 
 
 Remilitarization of the Greek islands in the eastern Aegean (previously demilitarized by 
the Treaties of Lausanne and Paris) 
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 The Greek Orthodox minority in Istanbul and the islands of Cockeada (Imbros) and 
Bozcada (Tenedos)16 and the Muslim minority in Western Trace 
 The Cyprus question that triggered bilateral differences, although it concerns a third 
party issue subject to International Law, with international consequences. 
 
Greece declared the War of Independence on 1821 that started from Peloponnese and covered 
gradually the islands and other parts of current Greek State. After the Russo-Turkish War of 
1877-78, the Instanbul conference in 1881, and the Balkan Wars of 1912-13 Greece gained its 
current borders, but also controlled coastal cities like Izmir (Smyrna) and the commercial life 
and service economy of Istanbul (Öný Zyya, 2002; Wilson, 1979; Beeley, 1978). The liberation 
of Greek Orthodox population and territory in Anatolia in the early 1950’s formulated a 
national ideal of revival of the byzantine tradition known as “Great Idea” (Megali Idea), as 
expressed by the (then) Greek Prime Minister Eleftherios Venizelos with the Treaty of Sevres 
(“Greece of three continents and five seaways”)17. In 1921-22, after Venizelos’s defeat in the 
elections, several short-term strategy decisions and tactical mistakes of the Greek General Staff 
resulted to a dramatic abolition of the Greek troops from Turkish forces led, inspired and 
motivated by Kemal Ataturk. The catastrophe of Smyrna in 192218 is a devastating page in 
modern Greek history, highlights the establishment of the new Turkish Republic by Ataturk 
and seals the current borderline in effect (Lausanne Treaty, 1923). Refugee populations of 
1,350,000 people were transferred in mainland Greece to save their lives, an event that 
cultivated collective memories and changed the face of Greek society till the current years. 
An international commission supervised population exchange and payment of property 
compensation (although not so effectively). Venizelos-Ataturk settlement has won approval in 
both Greece and Turkey. The treaty was so important, as a stabilization agreement, that 
Venizelos even tried to tie it with an official letter to nominate Ataturk for the Nobel Peace 
Prize in 1934 (a rare reference in NRFEV Archives in appendix IV)8, in a political move that 
                                                 
16 Both islands are considered as Turkish territory in a special status (Turkish and Greek names are 
interchangeable). 
17 Full documentation is available on the Greek National Research Foundation “Eleftherios Venizelos”( NRFEV), 
operating under the auspice of the Greek Parliament ( at http://www.venizelos-foundation.gr/archive). 
18 See book of Vryonis Spiros (2005) The Mechanism Of Catastrophe: The Turkish Pogrom of September 6-7, 
1955, and the Destruction of the Greek Community of Istanbul, New York, Greek Works Com. 
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was repeatedly used in the coming years (in other cases). Lastly, the Treaty of Paris in 1947, 
ended World War II between Italy and the Allied Powers (Greece included) awarded the 
Dodecanese islands “and adjacent islets” to Greece, to compensate for her sufferings and 
degradation under wartime Italian and German occupation. Turkey did not play an active role, 
it remained an official neutral entity in WWII and did not have the political power to block or 
affect this transfer.  
Figure 2: The Greek- Turkish interface (adopted from Beeley, 1978) 
 
The above Figure 2 reiterates phases in the timeline of Greek- Turkish settlements till 1974. 
Since the unilateral invasion and campaign in the island of Cyprus, an independent State under 
three guarantor powers (England, Greece, Turkey) in July and August 197419, Greece took 
                                                 
19 Several United Nations (UN) resolutions describe the unilateral intervention; resolutions 353 of 20 July, 354 of 
23 July and 355 of 1 August all of them on 1974 (at http://www.un.int/cyprus/scr360.htm, 
Graduate Portfolio 2009: Imia- Kardak Crisis 1996 
 
portfolio_in_one 97/176                                                                               Theodoros Katerinakis 
 
defensive initiatives in the Aegean islands, the militarization of which was forbidden by the 
Treaties of Lausanne and Paris. Rhetoric used and propagated by Turkish officials was 
perceived as forwarding the casus beli threat by the Greek side, in several occasions after 1974.  
Greece in the late 1970s, however, was not willing or prepared for confrontation. In fact, unrest 
was the last thing in the mind of the Greek public, after 7 years of under military junta and from 
1974 under a reconciliation government. The experience of a military dictatorship had a 
dramatic impact on national political values and attitudes, for the state and the individual as 
well. After the restoration of constitutional democracy all Greek society was eager for political 
calmness, realism, and long-term institutional stability (Kassimeris, 2005). On the other hand 
Turkey20 invaded Cyprus in 1974, taking advantage of the failure in the last-minute talks in the 
Greek capital, Athens. Tension has been rising in the island state of Cyprus after a Greek-
imposed military coup against elected President Archbishop Makarios21, a Greek Cypriot, who 
was overthrown. The Turkish Cypriot community felt threatened that the Greek-backed 
military rulers would ignore their rights and would enforce unification (“enosis”) for Cyprus 
with Greece. Britain did not want to take joint action under the Treaty of Guarantee; Turkey 
intervened as a guarantor power on July 20, 197422. Turkish intervention blocked the way to 
the annexation of the island by Greece, created a “Green line of division” between the Greek 
and Turkish quarters of Nicosia, ended inter-communal fights between Greek-Cypriots and 
Turkish- Cypriots and coined the “Cypriot problem” as a long-standing one in United Nations 
(UN) agenda. Negotiations for a just and viable settlement became a focal theme in foreign 
policy of Greece, Turkey and Cyprus till the current years. Members of the Greek political 
establishment in several occasions emphasized the “unbreakable and historical bonds between 
Thrace, the Aegean and Cyprus” 23 and that linkage, apart from historical and cultural roots, 
strengthened the political severity of the Aegean issues. 
 
                                                                                                                                                           
http://www.un.int/cyprus/scr357.htm), Secretary General's report on developments in Cyprus (S/11353/Add.24 
and 25) are indicative documents that explain the issue (still in UN and EU agenda in 2009). 
20 Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs at http://www.mfa.gov.tr/how-did-the-situation-change-after-july-1974-
_.en.mfa (accessed March 2009) 
21 The so-called Samson coup motivated by the Colonel junta (of the time) in Greece (see Dotas, 2000) 
22 Operation “Attila” was the code name of the Turkish invasion. 
23 As quoted from Greek Defense Minister Arsenis (1996) to support the joint defense pact between Greece and 
Cyprus at https://www.hri.org/news/cyprus/cna/1996/96-09-01.cna.html 
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The Aegean Sea has been the “topos” of much dispute for Greece and Turkey. In spite of many 
attempts to resolve the problems with direct and mediated talks, the dispute goes on to this day. 
Diachronically both countries paid the cost in lives, political and economic set-backs, and by 
causing detrimental results to NATO defense planning and operations. Furthermore, continued 
tensions hold the potential for a disastrous war between two NATO members, but also hold the 
potential to pull other countries into such a conflict. The Aegean Sea is the interface between 
the Turkish Anatolia shore and the Greek Mediterranean shore. Apart from bi-lateral interest 
and possible exploitation of the deep sea-bed, Aegean Sea as a channeling sea is in turmoil due 
to its proximity to air corridors towards the Middle East.  
 
The role of international powers since the age of the Byzantine Empire and the Mongols, the 
Crusades, WWI, WWII, the Cold War, the US Naval Bases in the area24, the Cyprus dispute, oil 
exploitation initiatives, and in the design gas pipelines in Thrace- European Turkey and 
Bulgaria determines the presence of different players: USA, UK- Britain, Russia, Balkan 
countries, EU, and the Movement of Uncommitted countries (Argentina, Mexico, Sweden, 
India, Nicaragua etc) active during 1981-89 period, under Papandreou Government in Greece. 
Territorial possession, sovereignty and integrity intermingle with bi-lateral and international 
conventions and policy goals. Also, the Cold War era and the critical position of both countries 
in the cross-road of Europe-Middle East-the Balkans- Africa and Asia generate a position of 
geostrategic importance for centuries.  As Kalaitzaki (2005) explains: 
 
“[emphasis added] Greece and Turkey emerged from the Second World War as solid members of 
the Western alliance, their bilateral territorial disputes appearing settled. The conflicts dating back 
to Ottoman times seemed memories, fading into a new tradition of peace and friendship established 
in the early 1930s in the historic reconciliation of the powerful and charismatic leaders, Eleftherios 
Venizelos and Kemal Ataturk. In the aftermath of the Second World War both had sided with the 
Western countries, and with their participation in the Western European institutions (the Council of 
                                                 
24 Since the 1990’s only one American Base is located in Greece that succeeded the activities for four American 
Bases (Nea Makri, Hellinikon Airport, Gournes of Iraklio, Souda of Chania), according to the DCA 1990 
Agreement, with annual renewals. Crete has become an important base island for the VI Fleet, combining its 
capabilities with Zeros Radar and the US base in Incirlik. 
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Europe and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization) they became ‘officially’ part of the Western 
bloc led by the United States against the Eastern bloc of communist states. In the difficult Cold 
War environment the three allies seemed to have harmonious relations focusing on the external 
communist danger coming from the north. This cordial era ended in 1954 with the eruption of the 
Cyprus problem, a bilateral conflict between Greece and Turkey that persisted into the next 
decades with the emergence of the Aegean dispute. After the emergence of the Cyprus dispute, both 
states expected the involvement of the United States, aiding one against the other. The United 
States to a certain extent unwillingly became the mediator between the two states, and this task 
continues until today.” 
 
Such an intermediation preserves the strategic interests of the United States in the area of the 
Balkans, Black Sea and the Middle East and in the forefronts of the war in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. In some cases, the US intervention uses the “divide and conquer” rule or the 
carrot/stick tactics. In that sense, the verb balkanize is introduced to the English language to 
denote “divide (a region or body) into smaller mutually hostile states or groups”25. 
 
 
                                                 
25 See Oxford dictionary, at http://www.askoxford.com/concise_oed/balkanize?view=uk (accessed on March 
2009).  
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4.  Continental Shelf and Territorial Waters in the Aegean 
A growing number of Governmental Foreign Affairs Ministries, in different areas of the world, 
established their presence and site in World Wide Web. As Barlow26 explains “Government is 
about geography…That is why they worry about borders. It is not he same in cyberspace”. 
Although, national geography is in the scope of lay persons, communication media often 
promote the “spectacle” in abstract realities. Apart from reporting, all these sites are 
imaginatively designed and frequently updated, as nation states see the Internet as an important 
element to “win hearts and minds” and influence the public sphere in long running and highly 
volatile disputes (Pratt, 1999). The use of World Wide Web, where information is available but 
not challenged, is an effort to appeal to the “pathos” of the domestic and international audience, 
especially in cases where lack of historical awareness or of familiarity with geographical and 
social details is apparent. Also, information elements posted - and mainly those not posted - in 
such sites express “political will” towards an opponent in a “negotiations game” and, in several 
cases, provide an agenda for different phases of the same game. References from official Greek 
and Turkish sites (Appendix I and II) seem to test the “ethos” of both sides. This 
documentation offers a rationale to appeals to the “logic” of a critical reader with reasoning 
capacity.  
 
Moving from cyberspace to tangible space, the current dispute around the continental shelf in 
the Aegean traces its roots to issues of territorial sovereignty; territory and borders are deep-
seated to collective memory of both countries27. When observing the location of Greece and 
Turkey and the Aegean Sea, in-between (Figure 3 and 4), the borderline requires a careful 
observation and definition (as shown in Figures 3 and 4): 
 
 
 
                                                 
26 John Perry Barlow is an Internet guru with his own style and vision, and made such comments in Yahoo/Internet 
Life (1996) 
27 Herodotus, the ancient Greek historiographer, offers several descriptive case on “soil and water” as signs of 
sovereignty. On the other side, geography has been a field of interest in all empires that declined to nation states. 
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Figure 3: Greece in administrative regions (from UN cartography) 
Figure 4: Turkey with major cities at https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/tu.html 
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Greece and Turkey, as adjacent littoral states, utilize the legal framework that connects 
territorial borders with the continental shelf consisting of: deep sea-bed, high seas, surface 
economic zone, airspace and outer space (for satellites etc28), till the borderline in Thrace. 
Several Treaties described in previous sections have complementary provisions on these issues. 
In some cases, the legal regime is determined or enforced depending on the significance and 
possible uses/exploitation of the land, sea, and air space. In a vertical trace the notion of 
sovereignty can be deconstructed (in layers and areas) as shown in Figure 5:  
 
Figure 5: Legal Regime of Ocean and Airspace area (adopted from Mann, 2001) 
 
Greece and Turkey had no significant disagreement after 1923, until two notable changes 
occurred in vital space or common interest areas; Cyprus became an independent Republic 
(from a British colony) in 1960 and a member of the Commonwealth in 1961 and the prospect 
of oil exploitation in the Aegean sea-bed starting evolving in 1970s (Beeley, 1977; Dimitrakis, 
2007), just after the major oil crisis of 1972-73 (as well as questions on access through the 
Aegean and Bosporus Straits, and the integrity of Aegean islands). The Aegean Sea constitutes 
the northeast part of the Mediterranean Sea, between the only two mainland territories of 
                                                 
28 See HelasSat at http://www.hellas-sat.net/ and Tursat at http://www.turksat.com.tr/english/v2/ (accessed on 
March 2009). 
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Greece and Turkey. The distinctive feature of the Aegean narrow semi-closed sea area is the 
fact that it is the habitat for thousands of islands, sizable or small islets and rocks. Despite the 
fact that there are conflicting figures as to the exact number of Aegean islands, 109 of them, 
mostly small islets, belong to Turkey, according to the Turkish sources. Something like 3,042 
islands and islets belong to Greece, according to the Greek official statistical service (Acer, 
2008). Exploration for oil in the north Aegean Sea, in the early 1970s, engendered new geo-
economic potential for Turkey and Greece, as “…the continental shelf became an asset of 
strategic importance” (Dimitrakis, 2007). This conception created the idea of a zero-sum (win-
lose) game between Greece and Turkey, in which resources were the prize for the country that 
could enforce/monopolize sovereignty and, consequently, exploration. As explained in later 
sections, this was an unrealistic approach from both sides to buy political time, without 
capturing cooperative tactics in their negotiation policy. In several cases of endorsers and 
expert intermediaries, this notion of a maximalist zero-sum game was a stable background that 
framed preferences and expectations, and generated ineffective policy measures.  
 
The continental shelf issue remained the main dispute in 1973, only after Greece discovered oil 
off the coast of Thassos, an island in northern Aegean (shown in Figure 3, across Kavala port). 
This preliminary discovery was of decisive importance in the context of the rise in petroleum 
prices, due to the Arab oil embargo from Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries 
(Akins, 2004). Moreover, on November 1, 1973, Turkey published a map in its Government 
Gazette as shown in Figure 6, in an attempt to boost allegations on broader borders, as 
communication messages with media sensation (a map used as “text”). 
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Mytilini (Lesvos) 
 
Lemnos 
and  
Chios 
Figure 6: Map published by the Turkish Official Gazette 
 
This rather arbitrarily designed map indicates the limits of Turkish continental shelf rights, as 
being to the west of Greece’s easternmost islands. Turkey used this map to award the Turkish 
State Petroleum Company with mineral exploration licenses in the eastern Aegean. Exploration 
areas in most places were in international waters29, but above areas of the continental shelf 
already claimed by Greece. Greece consequently protested according to the diplomatic 
protocol, and the Turkish response, on 28 February 1974, was to propose negotiations30. Greece 
accepted the negotiations quoting the declaration “…in accordance with international law as 
codified by the Geneva Convention” – a step described by the Turkish Prime Minister Ecevit, as 
a “positive development”. However, three days later, Turkey announced that an oceanographic 
ship, the Candarli, was to make magneto-metric studies in the Aegean in preparation for oil 
                                                 
29 The then Greek Deputy Foreign Minister Capsis confirmed this controversy (for these areas), in an interview 
with Vassilopoulos in “I Michani tou Hronou (The time machine)” documentary on Imia/Kardak (Alpha TV 
Channel). 
30 In 1971, without any violence to the streets, the Turkish military ousts the government of Prime Minister 
Demirel merely by issuing a written ultimatum “… The military demands that [then] President Sunay should name 
a Prime Minister capable of halting what the military sees as Turkey’s slide toward anarchy”. It underscores the 
power wielded by the Turkish military—a power second to no other institution in the country. The Turkish 
military is the ultimate arbiter of Turkish democracy— or its suspension. Greece was also under military 
dictatorship, the “Colonels’ Junta”, from 1967 till 1974. 
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drilling. The Candarli ship entered the Aegean on May 29 (a date with a misfortune signifier31 
in communication terms), accompanied by thirty-two warships, and conducted studies along the 
western limits of the Turkish claimed areas. Greece protested, but Turkey rejected the protest and 
continued in a maximalist manner. In addition, a month later Turkey extended her claims further 
west and south and included waters around the Dodecanese islands, as shown in Figure 7. 
   
 
 
 
 
                 Thassos route 
 
 
 
                         
                       
                              
                             The Straits of Bosporus 
 
                             
                              
                               
                                     Lemnos 
Figure 7: The limit of continental shelf claimed from Turkey (source: “Status quo in Aegean”, Hellenic 
Air Force edition, June 1999, in Arapoglou 2002) 
 
Another voyage was made by a different ship, the Sismik-I32, for a three-day exploration in the 
Greek-claimed area of continental shelf, west of the island of Lesvos. This incident brought the 
two countries close to an armed conflict. Greece attempted to justify her claims and fears 
following the diplomatic route and duly appealed to the United Nations Security Council and 
the International Court of Justice (ICJ). The Security Council avoided action and did not 
apportion responsibility or blame for the dispute. In the end, the Council tried to maintain an 
                                                 
31 From a historical point of view, that date is considered a political (psychological) sign (of bad lack) as the day in 
which the Ottoman Turks captured the Byzantine Constantinople (May 29, 1453). Political semiotics plays an 
important role in underlining historical awareness and cultural superstition.  
32 The survey ship “Hora” was in the fleet of Turkish Nautical Bank, established to promote Turkish-Greek 
ventures in the Aegean. In 1976, the ship was donated to the Institute of Mineral Studies responsible for 
conducting subaqueous research, and was re-equipped and renamed to “Sismik-I”. Its first trip in 1976 was planed 
to hinder the progress of the Greek candidacy to the European Economic Community. The incident is cited in 
several sources, and in the “Aegean Times” at http://www.aegeantimes.gr/article.asp?id=6531&type=12 (accessed 
on March 2009). 
Graduate Portfolio 2009: Imia- Kardak Crisis 1996 
 
portfolio_in_one 106/176                                                                               Theodoros Katerinakis 
 
impartial position by calling the two countries “…to strive to reduce tension in the area and 
seek a negotiated solution…”33 offering a procedural framework for seeking settlement 
(Wilson, 1979). At this point it is worthwhile mentioning that, for some scholars (like Kariotis, 
2007) and analysts, the notion of continental shelf besides the legalistic aspect is tightly 
combined with the paramount concept of Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ)34; a concept that is 
exercised in similar cases like in the recent agreement of Egypt and Cyprus. In this sense, EEZ 
has/is a distinct legal status that “allows economic activity to function despite the continental 
shelf dispute” (Kariotis, 2007). The ICJ using “elapsed time” eventually ruled, in January 1979, 
that it lacked the jurisdiction to decide on the Aegean Sea Continental Shelf case. ICJ is 
committed and dependent to the consent of both parties under consideration, by its Statute 
(Greece alleged two expressions of consent that Turkey objected)35.  
As for territorial seas, both Greece and Turkey, as shown in Figure 8, currently claim 6 
nautical miles (nm) of territorial seas in the Aegean36. Greece, on 31 May 1995, ratified the 
1982 UN Convention on the “Law of the Sea” which includes, under Article 3, the stipulation 
that “Every State has the right to establish the breadth of its territorial sea up to a limit not 
exceeding 12 nautical miles” (Pratt & Schofield, 1996). Turkey, one of the countries that did 
not sign the Convention, maintains that 12nm represents “the maximum the territorial sea can 
be extended to” and that there is level of “proportionality applicable in the Aegean Sea”. At 
the same time, it is striking that, Turkey selectively applies the 12 nm maximum as its own 
territory in the Black Sea. Furthermore, Turkey with Admiral Ercaya (commander of the 
Turkish naval forces in 1996) has declared a casus belli if Greece was going to extend its 
territorial sea/airspace to 12nm (as shown in Figure 9). Since the Cyprus crisis in 1974, Turkey 
published Notam 71437 that demanded that all aircraft approaching Turkish airspace should 
                                                 
33 UN Resolution 395, 401 (for Cyprus)  and others at 
http://www.unficyp.org/media/SC%20Resolutions/1976_12-14_SCR401.pdf 
34 EEZ was explicitly introduced in the “New Convention on the Law of the Sea” (CLOS), on 1982. 
35 A discussion on “territorial status” for land territory and “sovereignty rights” for the seabed is extensively 
presented in Wilson (1979); this paper seems to be the most frequently cited one for the issue of the Aegean. 
36 It is characteristic to underline that on March 20, 2009, Greece signed an agreement on the Continental Shelf on 
the base of 12 nm with Albania (as described in 
http://news.kathimerini.gr/4dcgi/_w_articles_politics_2_20/03/2009_308316) and completing similar agreements 
with Egypt and Libya. 
37 NOTAM (a “Notice to Airmen”) is the standardized message to the International Civil Aviation Organization. 
More details on the specific documents can be found in the Greek Ministry of foreign Affairs at 
http://www.ypex.gov.gr/www.mfa.gr/en-US/Policy/Geographic+Regions/South-
Eastern+Europe/Turkey/Turkish+claims/FIR/ (accessed on March 2009). 
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report their position and file a flight plan when reaching the Aegean median line (in light blue 
color in Figures 8 and 9). Greece, as a member of the International Civil Aviation Organization 
(ICAO) as well as Turkey, rejected Turkey’s unilateral action on the basis that it did not 
comply with the ICAO rules and international practice, and because the choice of a median line 
is an arbitrary political decision. Greece, subsequently, took turn to declare the Aegean air 
routes to Turkey to be in unsafe flight zone (Notam 1157). Still, till the current years, Turkey 
refuses to submit flight plans for its military aircrafts to Athens Flight Information Region 
(FIR) resulting to regular interceptions and scrambles from Greek fighter aircrafts to identify 
Turkish military flights over the Aegean38. This disagreement is extended and has been 
solidified, affecting Search and Rescue Zones and NATO local command operational 
responsibilities, as well (Dimitrakis, 2007).   
  
Figure 8: Present distribution of territorial seas in the 
Aegean (6 nautical miles) 
Figure 9: Possible distribution of territorial  
sea in the Aegean (12 nautical miles) 
                      Note: Spots “visited” by Turkish vessels  in 1987 
                                                 
38 This is what is commonly cited in communication media of both countries as “the daily war and the daily human 
cost of the Aegean”. 
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Daily challenges of Greek national airspace (and FIR) by the Turkish Air Force, coupled with 
violations of international aviation rules and infringements in the Aegean, have resulted in 
Greek- Turkish dogfights that have been keeping the issue at the forefront of the public 
opinion, boosting discussion on the public sphere of both countries, as lay persons feel familiar 
with the military. These dogfights have been part of daily routine “live-on-job training”39 for 
both sides and, sometimes, spectacle for Greek and Turkish media.  
In the case of militarization of the Aegean islands, certain islands such as Lemnos and 
Samothraki, located in the edges of the Bosporus Straits, were demilitarized under the Treaty of 
Lausanne of 1923. Likewise, restrictions on the militarization of the Dodecanese islands were 
included in the provisions of the Paris Peace Treaty of 1947. Greece subsequently remilitarized 
key islands, with the so-called National Guard and Air Force readiness fighter planes, 
particularly in response to Turkey’s invasion in Cyprus in 1974, as a self-defense measure 
under the terms of the UN Charter40. This remilitarization of the islands was the counter- 
argument from Turkey to justify the formation of the IVth Army (1975), the so-called “Army 
of the Aegean”, deployed in southwestern Anatolia41. Turkish policy decision was not to assign 
the Army of the Aegean to NATO, as the other regular forces (to exclude it from the forces of 
the alliance) in order to maintain full authority and control its availability. This substantial 
force with amphibious capabilities, is equipped with the “largest non-ocean-going landing 
force in the world” (Dotas, 2000), in close proximity to Greece’s outer-border islands, and was 
proved to be a source of great concern to Athens. Furthermore, the formation of the Fourth 
Army has provided the argument for reinforcing Greek army/national guard forces in the 
Aegean islands as a first line of defense against a potential Turkish attack. In reflection, Turkey 
promotes Army of the Aegean as a protective shield against (an alleged) attack from fortified 
Greek islands close to the Turkish Asia Minor. These reflective event-based arguments of 
Turkey and Greece are (to a certain extent) cold-war symptoms in the Aegean; decisions of 
both countries can be described as mutual assured preventive destruction strategies to avoid 
“fait accomplis” (accomplished event). At this point, we may locate a partial component of 
                                                 
39 The author as most service men in Greece, especially in the Greek Air Force while in readiness shifts, has 
witnessed personal accounts and anecdotal stories on “the familiarity of Greek and Turkish Air Force pilots” due 
to frequent dogfights that “keeps them busy”, as exercising “sovereignty” in their routine duties. 
40 UN Charter, Article 51 and others, available at http://www.hrweb.org/legal/unchartr.html (accessed on March, 
2009). 
41 The formation of the Fourth Army of the Aegean is a unilateral action that transcends the commonly accepted 
notion of “self-defense” and is not considered as constructive for bilateral relations. 
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learning theory (Nikolaev, 2007, p. 167) - in which one part is closely monitoring arguments 
and moves of the other - but in a context of bounded rationality (Nikolaev, 2007, p. 290) with 
the frame of “act- counter-act”. It is a schematic chicken game in a crisis, as described by 
Nikolaev (2007, p. 9:10) and represented in Figure 10: 
 
Turkey/ Greece 
 
Army of the Aegean  
(Militarization of the 
Dodecanese) 
Invasion in Cyprus 
(Militarization of islands in the Straits) 
Army of the Aegean -100/-100 50/-50 
Invasion in Cyprus -50/50 10/10 
     Figure 10: A Chicken- like Crisis Prevention 
 
Note: Prevention is used in terms of a modus vivendi; both countries were committed to policies that would produce 
symmetrical of proportional counter-measures in the potential use of military hardware and equipment from either side. 
 
These decisions although selectively based in international conventions lay the ground for 
negotiations in which each country attempts to push one step forward in a logic of “issue 
aggregation” (Nikolaev, 2007, p. 16-17). Also, the denial and unwillingness that Turkey 
showed to elevate bilateral issues to the proper international level (under UN mediation) is a 
symptom of “boulwarism” (Nikolaev, 2007, p. 15); i.e. Turkey refuses to move from its 
positions, unless Greece provides concessions that can be stabilized as “to be carried over”. 
This tactic complicates the issues, especially in the theater of domestic politics for Greece. 
At an international level, issues of boundaries and territorial disputes with certain analogies 
with aspects of the Greek- Turkish case include: Spain and Morocco for Perejil/Leila, Rockall 
islets in the Atlantic Ocean, Nansha/Spratly in north sea in China, Falklands/Malvinas War of 
UK-Argentina, Antarctica (with vague inquiries from France, Argentina, Australia, UK, 
Norway, N. Zealand, Brazil among others), Bolivia-Chile-Peru, Bosnia-Herzegovina and 
Croatia-Serbia, Slovenia- Croatia on territorial waters of Piran, Romania- Ukraine on Black Sea 
EEZ, cross-border crime in the former Soviet Union, Denmark-Germany, Ecuador-Peru, East 
Timor, Egypt-Israel, Indochina, Indonesia-Singapore, Indonesia-Malaysia, Israel-Palestine, 
Kashmir for India-Pakistan, Morocco-Spain, Southern Africa, the Kurile Islands for Russia- 
Japan, the Senkaku Islands, and the Liancourt Rocks for South Korea-Japan and so on.  
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5. Aegean Crisis in 1987: A Preview for 1996 
 
On March 1987, clouds and signs of a new crisis started accumulating when “Denison Mines”, 
a jointed venture company formed by Canadian-American-German and Greek companies, 
scheduled an exploration at the Bampouras location -10 nm within the international waters of 
the continental shelf of the north Aegean Sea- under contract from the Turkish State, using 
Pirireis and Sismik-I vessels accompanied by two warships. Turkish mission for explorations in 
the disputed continental shelf area succeeded an emergency meeting of the Turkish National 
Security Council, and brought about a vigorous Greek reaction. The Greek Prime Minister   
Andreas Papandreou declared this action a casus belli (cause of war, this time for Greece), 
while ordering the Greek Armed Forces to prepare for a high alert status. Greek perceptions 
were not shaped by military deployment but by the routes taken by the groups of vessels that 
circled Lemnos, Samothraki, and Thasos and sailed within 12 nm from the Holly Territory of 
Mount Athos in the Greek mainland (applying routes consistent with maps in Figure 6 and 7, in 
contrast with the map in Figure 9, as indicated by arrows).  
As it happens in most modern international crises, declarations and rhetoric prescribe the 
tone and define space for “concessions and maneuvers” (Dimitrakis, 2007). In this case Turkish 
statements were more aggressive (with repeated references on the term “war”) than the Greek 
ones, addressing the collective conscience of bilateral disagreements and having the memory of 
Greek inability to act in 1974. Greek Prime Minister Papandreou42 used nationalistic 
vocabulary (on “self- determination, self- defense and territorial integrity”) and complex legal 
arguments. The Turkish Security Council, the Turkish General Staff, the Turkish Ambassador 
to the UN and Prime Minister Ozal (voicing opinions as separate domestic actors) were 
commenting on Greece intentions with the motto “ we are powerful; that is why our neighbors 
are causing problems.” Despite this public rhetoric, the Greek National Intelligence (EYP) was 
recording passivity in the Turkish military and no signs mobilization43. Papandreou called for 
                                                 
42 Andreas Papandreou had a remarkable academic career in quantitative economics and his expertise in 
econometrics and philosophy as exercised in USA, as well as his experience with U.S. bureaucracy made him 
prepared for effective international crisis management. Special references are provided in his foundation, cited as 
http://www.agp.gr/agp/content/Document.aspx?d=7&rd=5499005&f=1403&rf=1842884619&m=4728&rm=1193
4981&l=1 (accessed on March 2009). 
43 Most analysts agree that this passivity was due to the permanent deployment of the Fourth Army of the Aegean 
that was “already there” capable of landing an attack to the Aegean islands. See Charalampopoulos Ioannis 
(2002), Critical Years- Struggles for Democracy (1936-1996), Proskinio Publications, Tsimas Costas (2004), 
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an emergency meeting of the Government Council of Foreign and Defense Affairs (KYSEA), 
inside the Greek National Operations Center (ETHKEPIH44- of the Greek Pentagon), as the top 
crisis management institution and administration council in Greece. In this announcement he 
repeated legal arguments with “logos” (citing international conentions), supported his “ethos” 
using the institutions (and his consistent policy), and tried to aggregate the issue by 
generalizing NATO and US commitments (addressing the Bulgaria visit and the negotiations 
for U.S. Naval Bases in Greece) in a (still) Cold War period. He was also appealing 
domestically with charisma and “pathos” on the morale of the people. This is a characteristic 
collage-passage: 
  
“[emphasis added] ... The KYSEA decision demands that Turkish seismological research 
will not be permitted. We have a duty to defend the borders of our country, to defend our 
sovereign rights...We do not ask for United States and NATO arbitration. We ask NATO 
and especially the US to assume their responsibilities. . . The consequences (of a Greek-
Turkish crisis or conflict) would be cataclysmic for the alliance (NATO). It is not possible 
to discuss (with Washington) over the Voice of America (the US-Greek talks on the Voice of 
America broadcasting station in Greece); it is not possible to discuss the future of Greek 
and American military relations, when Turkey is given the green light to proceed with 
absurdities that represent a huge danger for Turkey, Greece and the Balkans. . . I would 
like to inform you also that today the Minister for Foreign Affairs Carolos Papoulias is 
meeting with the President of Bulgaria Zivkov transmitting on my behalf a very important 
message. As you know, there is a non-aggression pact (between Greece and Bulgaria) that 
demands that Teodor Zivkov, with whom I certainly have a close friendship, be immediately 
informed. . . . The military preparation of the country is capable this moment, to teach a 
tough lesson, if our neighbors go ahead with their activities. I would like to emphasize the 
determination of our administration. This is a time that demands psychological unity, a 
time when the people have to join the armed forces in the fight… (Soltarides 1981, pp. 
35-41 in Dimitrakis, 2007)” 
 
                                                                                                                                                           
Costas Tsimas, Life Pages—Struggles for Democracy and Freedom, Athens: Sideratos, Kapses Yiannis (1990), 
The Three Days of March (Classified Material), Livanis Publications. 
44 ΕΤΗΚΕΠΙΗ is the transliterated acronym for the Greek National Operations Center (“ΕΘΚΕΠΙΧ “ in Greek), as 
frequently used in national security plans. 
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Papandreou used anti-US and anti-NATO rhetoric that was confirmed as reliable as he ordered 
the suspension of operation of the U.S. Military Base in Nea Makri (for the first time in the 
history of Greek- U.S. relations), recalled two Greek submarines from the NATO “Dogfish” 
exercise, and cited the Greek withdrawal from NATO drills (1974-1980), and his objection in 
NATO for Article 5 (NATO Constitution, 1949) that protected members from any attack 
(without including the phrase“…from a member country”); also, the Papoulias’s visit to 
Bulgaria activated the one and only defense agreement between a NATO member and a 
Warsaw Pact member (of that time). At this point, it is important to highlight that Papandreou 
had a tendency of self-centered administration (due to his extraordinary analytical ability and 
strong persona), and conducted several direct talks with personal consultants, advisors, and 
security authorities sometimes bypassing the institutional chain of report and command45 (e.g. 
ex-members of the Cabinet like Peponis, EYP agents etc). However, he kept full contact with 
Parliamentary Opposition and formed a united front for his support (or at least tolerance) across 
the political spectrum. 
The Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs Papoulias contacted Secretary- General of 
NATO Lord Carrington and US Department of State Secretary Shultz to inform on the gravity 
of the situation. Both played a constructive role, especially Lord Carrington who had a rapport 
with Greek Defense Minister Charalampopoulos, since their cooperation in 1981 when the 
former was a member of Thatcher Cabinet (Charalampopoulos, 2002, p. 359). Greece started a 
massive mobilization of its Navy, alerted its Special Forces and General Staff echelons, Air 
Marshall Koures called for visits for top-level administrators from Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
to assure that Ministry of Defense and Ministry of Foreign Affairs were in line. Chief of the 
Fleet Lymperes (present on site the operation theatre on board frigate “Lemnos”) and Chief of 
the Navy General Staff Vassilikopoulos (from the Greek ETHKEPIH received the order of a 
“military counter-surprise situation” for all Greek Navy services, except the Ionian Sea ones. 
Rules of Engagement were transmitted: Greek ships were free to turn weapons against Turkish 
ships “…according their demeanor” (Lymperes, 2000, p. 314), intelligence aircrafts were 
                                                 
45 This secretive behavior generates uncertainties in assessing his leadership, and in understanding his policy 
priorities towards Turkey in early 1987. Furthermore, although he was keen on security and crisis meetings he did 
not conducted cross-departmental communication and did not promote systemic mechanisms that would be 
objective and productive as collective functions. The inability to polish these security institutions had severe 
implications (creating systemic gaps) in the following years when he was not present to coordinate, like in the case 
of Imia/Kardak crisis. 
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operating and electronic warfare doctrine was applied. In the night of March 27 (1987), Prime 
Minister Ozal, on his way back from the USA (where he was on an official visit for the whole 
week), appeared on the BBC in London, stating the following: 
 
“[emphasis added] ... there is no reason for tension. Turkey will not proceed to explore in 
the disputed areas, if Greece would not initiate exploration ... if they [the Greeks] do not 
go out of their territorial waters, then we will also not go out. The moment they go out, 
[from their territorial waters] we will also go out. If they move against us, then we will 
respond...The exploration vessel and our warships will remain within our territorial waters 
(Soltarides 1988, p.51, in Dimitrakis, 2007).” 
 
This was a statement of clear de-escalation from the Turkish side. It is also worth mentioning 
that a type of staff-level negotiations was progressing, as the Greek and the Turkish 
Ambassadors in Ankara and Athens (respectively) were actively talking and delivering notes to 
the Foreign Ministries making non-paper comments; both parties were requesting mediation 
with intermediaries from NATO, USA and UN since they were trying to enhance credibility 
and monitoring via alternative routes, substituting direct talks (Nikolaev, 2007, p. 27-35). Also, 
the information chain that was constructed using crisis administration channels (connecting 
political-diplomatic-military authorities) was testing itself in a full scale; the sequence of 
responsibility of all participating personnel and leaders -for “action-status report-reaction-
situation report”- was under constant evaluation and evolution. Before midnight of March 28 
(1987), Admiral Lemperes sent another situation assessment to the Navy General Staff: 
 
“[emphasis added] The current tactical situation in the Aegean is covered adequately by 
the Naval Forces deployment ...a [Turkish] tactical surprise has low probability... We 
suggest that the increased [Greek] naval presence and preparedness be maintained in the 
Aegean (Lymperes 2001, p. 324).” 
 
Due to the nature of the incident strategic decisions for the whole operation were based to the 
primacy of the Naval Forces. That was a pattern of an operational advantage reserved (in the 
perception of several Greek superior officers) for the following years and the Imia/Kardak 
crisis. At the same night, Papoulias had returned from Bulgaria, after a meeting with no specific 
commitments but with great communication value for domestic and foreign audiences. It was a 
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coalition building movement (Nikolaev, 2007, p. 22) that created an epiphenomenon of a united 
front between Greece and Bulgaria; a front that was second to none in the Cold War era. 
Meanwhile, EYP Deputy Director Tsimas a personal envoy of Papandreou traveled to visit 
Syria and Iraq, keeping his mission secret even from his own department. During the Greek-
Turkish crisis Syria, knowing about the good Israeli- Turkish relations, sought to secure a 
Greek commitment for a veto in any future NATO action against Damascus. On the other hand, 
Iran-Iraq war limited Iraqi military options but Iraqi intelligence officials, during Tsimas talks, 
sounded willing to deploy forces near the Iraq-Turkish borders just to “scare Ankara and to 
force the Turkish General Staff to retain a large number of ground forces near their borders” 
(Tsimas, 2004, p.241). Despite of the realism of these contacts and the level of feasibility of 
their commitments, it was a clear attempt of the Greek side to apply a cognitive approach: 
Greece was sending messages to different receivers, but messages interpretable by Turkey as 
logrolling tactics (Nikolaev, 2007, p. 21) with various endorsers (domestic institutions like the 
chain of command, and extraneous actors in foreign countries).  
U.S. and NATO mediation and Greece’s attachment to an overall strategy of deterrence 
(strike back but not strike first) convinced Turkey to cancel the exploration mission. According 
to the Turks, the Turkish continental shelf line runs roughly down the center of the Aegean. 
Turkey’s main argument is based on the assumption that much of the Aegean is a 
“…prolongation of the Anatolian landmass” (Wilson, 1979). Also Turkey, by not signing the 
1958 Geneva Convention (UNCLOS I) and the UN Convention on Law of the Sea (UNCLOS 
III), claims that the eastern Aegean islands “do not possess their own area of continental shelf” 
and that the Aegean is a semi-enclosed sea where UNCLOS III laws “may not be applicable”. 
Greece, on the other hand, has signed and ratified the 1958 Geneva Convention on the 
Continental Shelf, as well as UNCLOS III, as confirming and lending further support for its 
position on the drawing up of maritime boundaries (Arapoglou, 2002; Acer, 2008). Greece 
claims a linear reasoning that because the majority of the islands in the Aegean belong to 
Greece - forming a Greek political continuum to the easternmost island in the Aegean- Greece 
also has sovereignty over the continental shelf, according to the definitions from the text of 
UNCLOS III.   
The list of protagonists in 1987 crisis includes: Prime Minister Papandreou (already spent 
years as Defense Minister), Defense Minister Charalampopoulos (an engineer with personal 
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military experience in WWII and a retired colonel), Foreign Minister Papoulias with Deputies 
Kapses and Pangalos (not involved), Chairman of the Joint chief of Staff Air Marshall Koures, 
Army Chief Velidis, Navy Chief Vassilikopoulos, Acting Air Force Chief Psomas (replacing 
Major General Stapas), Chief of the Fleet Lymperes; for Turkey Prime Minister Ozal, Foreign 
Minister Gilmaz and the Turkish Security Council. These people created “a shadow for future” 
footprint that determined their actions and expectations in 1996. A new Prime Minister in 
Greece, a new balance of powers in the arms race with Turkey, the first (ever) female apparitor 
Prime Minister in Turkey, key figures in different roles with retrospective expectations 
(choosers but not endorsers) formulated a two-level negation game in which USA was a 
proposer/endorser in a negotiation game with an esoteric level, a bargaining level and a 
representatives’ level. A specific cultural component is present46 when the military is 
embedded in both societies with obligatory service and historical tradition is a living memory 
for both societies. Different religion denominations reproduce stereotypes (Orthodox Christian- 
Muslim), and a mindset of conflict and power showdown is uniformly accepted both in Greece 
and in Turkey, with a leading media sector, as a means of dealing with differences. Also, the 
communicative events connected with media coverage of the crisis tended to politicize the 
incident with implications to domestic politics and national image of both countries. 
 
                                                 
46 Apart from the implicit role of the government analyzed by Nikolaev (2007, p. 281-288) the complementary role 
of the military is a substantial factor in both countries.  
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6. Imia and the Grey Zone Doctrine for Kardak 
   
On late December 1995, with a climax of late January 1997, a sovereignty episode blew 
up over the ownership of two small, rocky islets called Imia (in Greek) and Kardak (in 
Turkish), as shown in Figure 11. The contention over sovereignty led to “…vitriolic exchanges 
between Athens and Ankara, a build-up of military forces around the disputed features…” 
(Pratt, 1999); it was an exchange of maximalist messages from the media of both sides with a 
cumulative psychological effect in both nations. Both countries were members of the NATO 
alliance with a rich tradition of mutual antipathy and a recent arrangement in 1987 that made it 
necessary for USA to intervene, as maintaining strategic interests in both Greece and Turkey.  
 
Figure 11: The two Imia/Kardak islets from different angles (as of Google Earth and 
http://www.diplomaticobserver.com/news_read.asp?id=1409) 
 
The disputed features lie between the Greek island of Kalolimnos and the islands fringing 
Turkey’s mainland Bodrum peninsula. The two islands, or, more accurately, barren islets or 
rocks, are small, uninhabited and their position in maps was hitherto represented a little more 
than a navigation hazard, only known to be used seasonally by shepherds and fishermen. There 
is a vast variety of cartography from Greek and Turkish blogs on these islets but the most 
characteristic mapping is the one shown in Figure 12 for the Greek Dodecanese and the 
Anatolian peninsula outside Bodrum (in Greek and in English; tiny flags are used as markers, 
and Imia islets are represented with the two blue flags): 
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Figure 12: Relative location of Bodrum and Kalymnos- Kalolimnos (adjusted from ehetlaios.blogspot.com, Mar 2009) 
 
The Imia islets (big and small Imia) are located at a distance of 1.9 nm from the Greek island of 
Kalolimnos, 5.3 nm from the Greek island of Kalymnos, 3.65 nm from the Turkish coast and 
2.3 nm from the Turkish island of Cavus (formerly Kato) covering an area of 25,000 square 
meters and 15,000 square meters (respectively). Like the rest of the Dodecanese island chain, 
they were ceded to Italy by virtue of Article 15 of the Lausanne Peace Treaty of 1923. Apart 
from their apparent lack of intrinsic value, the narrowness of the channel in which they lie 
means that most likely they will have a minimal effect on any future maritime boundary 
delimitation between the two countries. The Imia/Kardak case therefore appears to be in a 
contrast to other recent island disputes as no worthy maritime areas and thus resources (e.g. 
fisheries or hydrocarbons) appear to be at stake. Their value is more symbolic that material47. 
 
The significance of the dispute lies in Greece and Turkey’s idiomorphous bilateral relationship. 
The Greek- Turkish confrontation over the islets should be seen in light of historical context 
                                                 
47 The motto in the media and inside the military was that for the first time after 1912, a Turkish flag, and after 
1944 a flag of a foreign country is pinned in Greek territory. The power, signifying value, and semantic load of a 
flag in military semiotics are second to none. 
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and traditional adversary. The Imia/Kardak crisis introduced another dispute on the already 
heavy Greek-Turkish agenda in the Aegean. This was the worst crisis since 1974 and an 
apparent continuation of the 1987 crisis. Greece and Turkey avoided war “by a hair’s breadth” 
(Heraclides, 2007). 
The question of the sovereignty of Aegean islands and islets emerged on December 25, 
1995 when the Turkish freighter “Figen Akat” got stranded on Imia/Kardak.  Greek Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs activated the Greek Embassy in Ankara and a surprising response is received 
(for the first time): Turkish Search and Rescue Authorities present the assertion that 
“Kardak/Imia is within the Turkish territory. The title deed of the rocks is registered on the 
Karakaya village of Bodrum prefecturate, Muğla province” (as cited in Appendix II). 
The Turkish captain, of a ship owned by a private maritime company in Turkey, radioed 
for help but refused to be towed by a Greek tug which arrived first48, claiming that he was 
aground on Turkish territory and was expecting a Turkish tug. The Greek tug insisted on 
helping as Turkish efforts were unsuccessful and, finally after the Turkish captain accepted this 
assistance the freighter was towed to the nearest Turkish port. Still, the freighter captain 
protested the Greek’s salvage claim, arguing that the freighter had been in Turkish territory and 
was waiting for a Turkish tug.  It was a common nautical incident in the narrow sea of the 
Aegean with Turkish dragnet boats attempting to release the freighter, the Greek Port Authority 
of Kalymnos to offer assistance, and the captain of the ship to insist to receive help only from 
Turkey. The incident was administered by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Ministry of 
Mercantile Marine (in Greece). It is important to underline that it was Christmas period for the 
Greek State with a newly “appointed” government with Prime Minister Simitis (after ailing 
Papandreou resignation), waiting for a confidence vote in the Parliament. In the same period, 
Greek EYP got in hold of a transcript of a conference call of the Chief of Turkish Navy 
Admiral Ercayia49 who was discussing a confidential project of archival research to find 
potential claimable territories among the islands/islets of the Aegean (identifying cases like 
“Fournoi” and “Kalogiroi”). He was, also, commenting in this transcript that his analysis was 
immediately adopted by the Turkish General Staff and seems to be the foundation of the “grey 
                                                 
48 Search and Rescue Zone and procedures are part of the issue of sovereignty. 
49 Information disclosed to the leading Greek newspaper “To Vima (The Tribune)” on 2005 at 
http://www.tovima.gr/default.asp?pid=2&artid=169407&ct=32 (accessed on March 2009). 
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zone” policy in the Aegean. Using the same grounding, although not successfully, several 
Turkish authorities  presented “syllogisms”50 on the unclear status of Gavdos (or Gavdhos), the 
island at the southwestern part of Crete and Europe's most southern point, shown in Figure 13: 
  
Figure 13: The island of Gavdos (geophysical representations with Gavdos’s relative location towards 
Crete, at http://www.militaryphotos.net/forums/showthread.php?t=149224&page=5,Mar 2009) 
 
Although, this transcript cannot be easily verified or confirmed by independent sources 
(due to confidentiality and the routine censoring tactics to “clear” documents in military 
communication), it seems to be the starting point of a new rationale that Turkey started using in 
                                                 
50 During the planning of NATO exercise “DYNAMIC MIX 1996”, on May 1996 in Naples, to take place in the 
area of Crete, the Turkish representative submitted a statement, according to which Turkey opposed the inclusion 
of Gavdos (an island southwest of Crete) in the exercise “due to its disputed status of property”. The Turkish 
representative also suggested that NATO officials should refrain from becoming involved in what he termed as a 
Greek-Turkish dispute. 
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order to pull Greece in bilateral negotiations. Greece insists, in all cases, to declare the 
international scope and character of treaties, maritime, and sovereignty law. Acceptance of the 
grounds of this intelligence piece leads to analyses that question the deliberate and non- 
incidental event with the Turkish freight ship, and several other choices/expediencies of the 
Turkish Security Council. Greek EYP analysts notified promptly the Minister of Defense and 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs.  
The sole incident of “Figen Akat”, starting from claims of a private company which 
presented an assertion, should not be generalized as an official bilateral issue between Greece 
and Turkey. What remains to be seen is that whether these claims could be interpreted as a 
weakness of the Greek administration or as an effort to fabricate an issue51. Proximity of 
Anatolian coast with the Greek islands in the Aegean (as shown in Figure 3 and Figure 7), was 
always an issue for the Greek EYP and Military Intelligence. Scenarios of potential sabotages 
or covert Turkish operations (with helicopters and Special Forces) are analyzed targeting 
islands like Lemnos, Samos and Mytilini, from the time when Turkey established the Army of 
the Aegean. These scenarios were part of the defensive training of Greek Navy Seals, 
Paratroopers and Army Demolition Squads. On January 10, 1996, the Greek Embassy 
responded to the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs rejecting the Turkish claims, with the 
argument that Turkey had clearly recognized the Imia/Kardak islets as belonging to Italy by 
virtue of a bilateral agreement concluded in 1932; the islets were subsequently ceded by Italy to 
Greece with the rest of the Dodecanese island complex by the Paris Peace Treaty of 1947 (as 
described in previous sections).  
 
When Greek newspapers and main TV Channels52 discovered the story, they raised 
patriotic/nationalistic inquiries of sovereignty over Imia/Kardak. On January 25, 1996, the 
Mayor of Kalymnos (capital city of the Kalymnos District, of which the Imia islets are part) 
                                                 
51 As analyzed in Mihas Z. & Adamopoulos D. book Imia 1996: The Truth, War Monographs (No 56), Defense 
Publications (pp.12-13). 
52 ANT1 TV, SKY/ALPHA channel and others shown in  
http://www.katagelies.gr/katagelies/content/view/381/146/ (accessed on March 2009) 
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raised a Greek flag on his own initiative53, in order to underline that the islets are Greek 
territory (as shown in the top photo of the cover). A day later, during a radio news conference, 
the newly appointed Greek Minister of Foreign Affairs Pangalos mentioned that Ankara was 
raising the level of confrontation in the Aegean by claiming that Imia/Kardak was in Turkish 
territorial waters54. Although it was an isolated comment in a larger interview, Turkish 
journalists picked up the comments. Greece was in a transition phase for a new government and 
Turkey under a coalition government with an agreement for a “rotating” Prime Minister 
(Tansou Ciller, a female-member of Parliament, for the first time in Turkey). Furthermore, 
although an extraneous issue, the temporal context of the Orthodox Christmas and New Year 
(1995 to 1996) is an overarching factor that explains institutional inertia, latencies, and draw-
backs on the Greek side and possible exploitation by the (Muslim) Turkish side.  
On  January 28, 1996, a group of journalists of the Turkish newspaper “Hurriyet” rent a 
helicopter, flew to Imia/Kardak, removed the Greek flag and replaced it with a Turkish one in 
front of the cameras of a private Turkish television channel (as shown in the bottom photos of 
the cover). Two of the journalists had been declared as persona non grata from Greece due to 
their involvement in civil protests in Thrace (according to EYP, when they were visitors, in 
1988). The next day the hoisting of the Greek flag was accomplished again (by the Greek fleet 
this time), and twelve Greek commandos were placed on the largest of the two Imia/Kardak 
islets in order to protect the national symbol. Turkey seemed to have expedient, rather 
prepared, plans to overrun the Greeks55. Turkey re-contacted the Greek Embassy in Ankara 
arguing that the Protocol of 1932 was never ratified, without responding to the primary Greek 
argument that was a corollary of the 1947 Treaty. Meanwhile, Turkish naval forces were 
assembling in the waters near the islets, soon to be met by Greek naval units. Among the forces 
that Turkey sent were three frigates, three attack crafts, and a destroyer; among the forces that 
Greece sent were two frigates, a destroyer, three attack crafts, and fighter aircrafts. Besides the 
opposing fleets, the Turkish Army of the Aegean with its Air Force (with mainly F-16s and F-
                                                 
53 As disclosed in consecutive interviews, the Mayor of Kalymnos was moved and reacted spontaneously at his 
own incentive. 
54 On January 17, 1996 Prime Minister Papandreou was already hospitalized and sent his resignation. The leading 
PASOK party in a special session elected Costas Simitis, as a new Prime Minister. 
55 That was the conclusion of Major Kalenteridis, military liaison in the Greek Consular of Bodrum, as presented 
in “Erevna (Investigation)” documentary by Pavlos Tsimas (Mega Channel). 
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4E Phantoms) and the Greek Seven Air Force Combat Wings (with F-16s, F-4E “Phantoms”, 
Mirage-2000s, A-7 Corsairs) were in scaling readiness from 3 min to 10 min depending on the 
type of the military aircraft. This structure of Armed Forces was covering the whole territorial 
borderline with a provision for Cyprus (also).  
The author during the last week of January 1996 had a three day-shift in the operation 
center of a main Combat Wing in Crete with the duty to monitor the implementation of the 
Greek “shield”, the national plan for defensive deterrence. In the last week of December, Greek 
Armed Forces were conducting the annual pre-scheduled National Exercise “Alexander” with 
scenarios of inter-branch cooperation, readiness trials, and simulation of certain war-games. 
Thus, the Greek military was in an administrative alert condition following this annual drill, 
regardless the political conditions and diplomatic tension of the time. 
Tension rose dramatically during the night of 30th to 31st of January, when a small 
contingent of Turkish commandos landed on the smaller of the two Imia/Kardak islets, that 
Greece chose not to guard (. It was a major strategic controversy in the Greek Ministry of 
Defense and the Prime Minister’s office, for some prudent analysts like Inal Batu, “this 
negligence was a convenient arrangement of an escape route for equilibrium”56). Greek Navy 
engaged a helicopter from one of the frigates to fly over Imia/Kardak at about 5:00 am to 
identify the ground and diagnose the situation. The helicopter with three crew members crashed 
and created the casualties for which the Greek Armed Forces had to defend with their flag57. 
Opposing Armed Forces were stationed only a few hundred meters apart in the narrow straits 
shown in Figure 12. The dangerous military situation was eventually diffused via intense 
pressure from high U.S. diplomats and Agencies – including President Clinton himself– to both 
sides. Finally, a compromise was reached where both countries withdrew their forces and flags 
and returned to the status quo ante46. Apart from the mediation, USA guaranteed via US Naval 
monitoring, from the 6th Mediterranean Fleet, the step-by-step withdraw of forces. The Greek 
government’s decision to de-escalate, for conflict avoidance, seemed to be contrary to a portion 
                                                 
56 Several other protagonists, and Inal Batu in an interview in “Erevna” (Investigation) with Pavlos Tsimas (Mega 
Channel, 2006), felt that the reason why the Greeks did not land on the second Imia islet (also) was to leave as 
escape route to achieve “the state prior the crisis”. 
57 In 2008 in the talk-show “Zoungla (Jungle)” (hosted by Triantafyllopoulos in Alter Channel) the former 
Minister of Defense Arsenis disclosed (via telephone communication) a classified report with technical and 
forensic data, describing health problems of the pilot and severe bad weather conditions that caused the crash, 
despite the popular story that it was “shot down”. This report could shift the public sphere debate in a diametrical 
opposite direction. 
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of an aroused public, which favored a more militant reaction, cultivated by media effects and 
memories of 1987.  
The Greek government viewed the withdrawal as a victory, or more accurately as the 
“good enough” solution or exit strategy (Nikolaev, 2007, p. 40-44) given the operational, 
domestic, and administrative conditions and circumstances. The following passage published in 
most Greek newspapers and parliamentary transcripts discloses the Greek objectives, as quoted 
from Arapoglou (2002):  
 
“[emphasis added] [Prime Minister Simitis said,] Turkey failed in its effort to force 
Greece to negotiate the legal status of the islets… The islets of Imia are [sic] and will 
remain Greek….”
 
 [The Conservative opposition leader Miltiades Evert criticized] “You 
have agreed to lower the Greek flag, to pull back Greek armed forces from Greek territory 
and you have tolerated the landing of Turkish forces on a Greek island. Turkey stayed as 
long as it wished on this island and left when they themselves judged it necessary. The 
Greek government failed to understand the trap laid by Ankara, which wanted to challenge 
the legal status of the Aegean Sea”[, he said].  
[Simitis answered:] “We have succeeded in avoiding a conflict between Greek and 
Turkish forces … and reduced tension with no negotiation with Turkey over the legal 
status of the Greek islets. We were ready to go to war and we would have done so if it had 
been necessary. We did not want to fall into Turkish trap of forcing negotiation over the 
status of our Aegean islands… After five, six or seven days of war, we would have been 
forced to sit down at the negotiating table, which was what the Turks wanted. Greek 
sovereignty is not negotiable. Nothing has changed about the status of Imia.”58 
 
The Turkish government viewed the compromise and subsequent withdrawal of the armed 
forces as a victory, as Turkey took the first step in this incident; they said that their planned 
commando action forced Greece to withdraw off the islets and not defend her supposed 
sovereignty. Also, the Turkish claims to the islets were maintained and generated a “fait 
accompli” with the “grey areas of the Aegean”. The following quote detached from Arapoglou 
(2002) is typical for the Turkish objectives: 
                                                 
58 Note: a peripheral but rather popular criticism by other parliamentary parties stressed the issue of a “satellite-
dependant diplomacy” that was irresponsible, as Greece prompted and encouraged U.S. mediation instead of using 
an international multilateral forum (like the UN). 
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“[emphasis added]… The government of Prime Minister Tansu Ciller characterized the 
outcome of the incident as a triumph. ‘We expressed our decisiveness very clearly,’ [she 
said]. ‘We said ‘this flag will come down, these soldiers will go. There is no other 
solution,’ and we got our result.’”
 
 
 
Political instability and multiple divisions in the coalition government of Turkey produced 
some maximalist criticism and comments for compromise and withdrawal as “a national defeat 
(instead of attacking further)”. 
 
In general, for a number of reasons59, both Greek and Turkish governments and their top 
Armed Forces echelons have remained at all times throughout the 1980s, 1990s and until 
currently “determined to prevent tensions from escalating to armed hostilities” (Heraclides, 
2007) as a national defense strategy. At the same time, they have been willing to maintain their 
positions and assert their claims to Aegean air and sea space. On the other hand, real-life events 
as the invasion (1974) and attempts to dichotomize the Republic of Cyprus - with the ongoing 
Turkish occupation of the northern part- are a constant reminder of Turkish reluctance to 
conform to international law, in the perception of Greek politicians, military authorities, and 
international community. Apart from that, the display of determination and power in 1987, 
from the Greek side, is a reflection of the “phantom of the past” that remains in the spirit of 
military authorities, as a successful implementation of deterrence doctrine. Hence, active 
negotiations are instrumental in the prospect of Greek- Turkish détente and harmonization 
(Lesser et al, 2003, pp. 71 & 109).   
  
                                                 
59These reasons include (among others): the deployments resulting from 1987 and 1996 crises, the status of Greece 
as a member-state in the European Monetary Union, the accession of Cyprus in the European Union, and the 
candidacy negotiations that Turkey holds with the European Union. 
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7. Positions and Objectives of Key Players 
 
 
Greece and Turkey during the Imia/Kardak crisis came to the incitement of military 
confrontation over two uninhabited islets. The narrow sea zone indicates that their possession 
would have minimal impact on anything of (material) importance. Economic or geographical 
aspects of the Aegean are quite broader than Imia/Kardak islets, which have caused a crisis 
between the two countries. The political and legal arguments formed as advantages which will 
be acquired by the acknowledgment of the sovereignty over the islets are far more important 
factors. Therefore, the resolution of the issue has a great importance for both Greece and 
Turkey (as shown in the following Figure 14). However, each country interprets prior 
international agreements and treaties differently and looks at the other with suspicion, while 
issues are aggregated for international mediation. Also, the other key players in the region, such 
as the E.U. and the U.S., have their positions and interfere selectively, where as the United 
Nations play a consultation role that allow action and decision enforcement only under global 
consensus. 
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Turkish Position/Objectives Greek Position/Objectives 
 
 Legal procedures of the 1932 Treaty (Italy and 
Turkey) were not completed. 
 The Treaty was not registered with the 
Secretariat of the League of Nations. 
 Italy ceded sovereignty over 13 islands that are 
explicitly mentioned and their adjacent islands in 
the Dodecanese. All the other islands/islets are 
of unclear status. 
 Only those international agreements considered 
valid by Turkey are binding. 
 Only mutually signed bilateral agreements (with 
Greece) are binding. 
 There are islands of Turkish sovereignty as 
“leftovers” from agreements between Italy and 
the Ottoman Empire. 
 Greece is trying to frame Aegean as a closed 
Greek “lake” with aggressive claims. 
 The Imia/Kardak issue is directly related to the 
disputes over territorial waters, continental shelf, 
and airspace, as Greece will claim proportional 
rights from Turkey, in all aspects. 
 Imia/Kardak is closer to Turkish mainland than 
the other islands and that gives Greece a 
strategic advantage against Turkey. 
 On the other hand, the closer Greece territory is 
to Turkey the more difficult is for Turkey to 
precede to economic exploitation and activities. 
Thus, the main objectives of Turkey were to: 
 Develop an argument of grey zones or terrae 
nullius. 
 Aggregate the principal conflict of 1987 from an 
economic to a political level for the status of the 
Aegean. 
 Ask for bilateral negotiations with Greece with 
open agenda. 
 Maintain the prestige image of a powerful 
Turkish Military and undermine the “Integrated 
Defense Space Doctrine” (for Greece and 
Cyprus, announced on 1993). 
 Avoid unnecessary war engagement because the 
fight against the UN resolutions, for the goal of a 
“Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC)”
 
versus Greece and the Republic of Cyprus, is 
already absorbing and damaging political, 
military, and diplomatic capital. 
 The December 1932 agreement was a 
supplement of the main text signed on 
January 1932 (between Italy and Turkey via 
the Italian Ambassador in Ankara) and there 
was no need for special registration. 
 Turkey has de facto accepted this argument 
in the critical period of 1932-1947. 
 Turkey accepted the borders in the region, in 
the ICAO Council for the Athens-Istanbul 
Flight Information Region (FIR) in 1950. 
 International maps from ICAO, Turkish 
Foreign Ministry, USAF and Russia are 
consistently mapping Imia/Kardak in the 
Greek territory. 
 Turkey, starting on 1973, is burdening the 
bilateral agenda (with fait accompli) in order 
to accumulate advantage points in potential 
negotiations (Cyprus, continental shelf of 
islands, FIR limits etc). 
 Turkey in 1978 refused to ratify the 1964 
NATO decision that Greece has operational 
responsibility in the Aegean as flights go 
over Greek islands. 
 Economic exploitation of the islands is 
tightly connected with the Exclusive 
Economic Zones described by the UN. 
 
Thus, the main objectives of Greece were to: 
 Keep the issues at an international (with 
legitimate reasoning) and not bilateral level. 
 Defend the Greek territory of Imia/Kardak 
with a clear politico-military argument. 
 Practice counter measures in compliance with 
the Integrated Defense Space Doctrine with 
Cyprus (coined by Arsenis: “a threat to 
Cyprus is a threat to Greece, in any 
applicable front”). 
 Preserve the sense of “belonging” of the 
islands to the Greek mainland (as most 
Greeks come from an origin of an island). 
 Prevent a full scale war (in a wide front). 
Greece is and has been a weaker power 
militarily, and believes that, in the aftermath 
of war, negotiations with Turkey will initiate 
from a disadvantageous position. 
Figure 14: List of Objectives and Positions of Greece and Turkey (adjusted from Lemperes, 2000, 
Dotas, 2000; Isiksal, 2002; Heraclides, 2007; Acer, 2008) 
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A war between Greece and Turkey would be harmful for both countries, but also a fortiori 
problematic for the credibility of NATO and the European Union (EU). EU60 is primarily an 
international institution with a legal entity, and expressed its own will and solidarity to a 
member state (Greece) in the Imia/Kardak case, using legal documentation and fair practice. A 
few months before the Imia/Kardak crisis, the European Parliament had ratified the Customs 
Union Agreement between Turkey and the European Union61. The Common Position, as 
expressed at the EU-Turkey Association Council meeting of March 6, 199562, was that: 
 
 “[emphasis added] ...of paramount importance [is] to encourage good neighborly relations 
between Turkey and its neighboring Member States of EU. [Moreover, after the crisis] “…the 
European Commission expressed deep concern over recent developments on Imia, in the 
Aegean Sea…The Commission expressed its full solidarity with Greece, a Member State of 
the European Union…The Commission reminds that the decisions taken by the Council of 
Ministers on March 6, 1995, which concern Customs Union with Turkey and which were 
ratified by the European Parliament on December 13, were aimed at creating conditions for 
an upgraded level of relations based on respect for democratic principles, international law, 
and definitely excluding resorting to force." (EU, 1997)  
 
Furthermore the European Parliament, on February 15, 1996, voted a resolution entitled “On 
the Provocative Actions and Contestation of Sovereignty Rights by Turkey against a Member 
State of the Union”, by a clear vote majority of 342 in favor, 21 against and 11 abstentions. In 
that resolution the Parliament concluded that “…the islet of Imia belongs to Dodecanese group 
of islands” following the 1923, 1932 and 1947 treaties. The Parliament also condemned “the 
dangerous violation of the sovereign rights of Greece by Turkey”, and called on Turkey to 
comply “with international treaties” and to abstain from non-peaceful actions or threats of such 
actions. Despite the importance of these declarations, EU did not (and still does not) posses a 
common defense policy to enforce such decisions. The U.S. administration, as an overarching 
                                                 
60 For the most part, the European Parliament and not the European Commission was activated. 
61Details on EU-Turkey relations can be found at http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/candidate-
countries/turkey/eu_turkey_relations_en.htm (accessed on March 2009), in  Özgül Erdemli (2003) Chronology: 
Turkey's Relations with the EU, Turkish Studies, Vol. 4, No 1, p. 4-8(5), Routledge etc. 
62 The Greek Minister of the Aegean Islands had announced a program of subsidized settlement for the Aegean 
archipelago in the first months of 1995. This decision, although legitimate according to international law, was the 
precocious stage of the tension in Turkey’s diplomacy. 
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mediator, suggested that Turkey’s claims should be taken to a peaceful resolution according to 
(abstract) international law (without specific references or provisions). During the visit of 
Greek Prime Minister Simitis (April 9, 1996) to the White House, President Clinton said 
(quoting from Arapoglou, 2002):   
 
“[emphasis added] I hope the United States can be helpful in resolving some of the 
problems in the Aegean… We believe that all these issues should be resolved without the use 
of force, without the threat of force, with everyone agreeing to abide by international 
agreements and to respect the territorial integrity of other countries… We favor the 
resolution (of the Imia/Kardak situation) by referring the matter to the ICJ or some other 
international arbitration panel.” 
 
Quite consistently with notable political continuity, the Deputy Undersecretary of the U.S. 
State Secretary, Matt Bryza63 in 2006, made the following statement: 
 
   “[emphasis added] I have nothing to say about Kardak crisis. What I want to say 
about the Aegean issue is that the USA encourages Turkey and Greece both at bilateral level 
and through NATO channels to cooperate in order to achieve the formation of a mutual 
understanding and shared purpose in terms of the solution of problems both regarding the 
Aegean Sea and the airspace. We are ready to help with the efforts for these issues, 
particularly the military ones. As for the solution of the continental shelf question, I have 
nothing to add, except that it is necessary we encourage Greece and Turkey to collaborate. 
Also, I want to emphasize that both countries are the very important allies of the NATO and 
our two partners we have strategic relations with. If our allies want, we are always ready to 
give any assistance on these issues”.  
 
It is a clear act of political correctness from the U.S. side; a declaration of principles that 
preserves the leading role of the USA in this conflict and maintains a dependence tie with both 
countries. Turkey, Greece and USA substitute roles as a proposers and endorsers in different 
stages of the game, and EU endorses the outcome as a unitary-passive actor. As Bozikas (1998) 
argues: 
                                                 
63 It is a statement to the U.S. correspondent of “Eleftheros Tipos Daily”, the late Lambros Papantoniu available at 
http://www.diplomaticobserver.com/news_read.asp?id=1409It (accessed on March 2009). 
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  “[emphasis added] U.S. security assistance to Greece and Turkey, two countries that 
are allied to the U.S. and are both members of NATO, has presented unique challenges both 
for U.S. policy and for the preservation of peace, stability, and security in the Eastern 
Mediterranean. U.S. military assistance to Greece and Turkey is a major factor in the 
ongoing silent confrontation between the two countries in the Aegean Sea and the 
continuing and unresolved crisis that exists on the independent island Republic of Cyprus. 
U.S. security assistance to Greece and Turkey was intended to further U.S. and NATO goals 
for collective security and containment of the U.S.S.R. during the Cold War. However, the 
lack of balanced U.S. foreign policy goals resulted in a lack of proportionality of security 
assistance deliveries in both quantitative and qualitative terms. This approach has had and 
continues to have detrimental effects on the maintenance of a regional balance of power 
between Greece and Turkey in the Aegean Sea and on Cyprus”. 
The balancing act of equal distances from both countries is attributed to several geo-strategic 
interests and specific military agreements (of U.S. foreign assistance) that promote the role of 
USA as a primary supplier of military hardware using the fraction “7:10” as the golden rule of 
the U.S. Congress: the proportion of military assistance (in the form of subsidized sales of 
military technology) to Greece and Turkey is supposed to preserve this coefficient (i.e. virtually 
7 base units to Greece and 10 base units to Turkey). Along these lines, the spokesman of State 
Department Nicholas Burns (1996) commented that the United States “…has no position on 
which country has sovereignty over the islet”64.  
It is worth highlighting that although calls from the UN Secretary General and the NATO 
Secretary General (as in 1987 crisis) were urging for a peaceful resolution to the dispute, it was 
the U.S. intervention which yielded the agreement.  This intervention took the shape of direct 
telephone calls to leaders of Greece and Turkey by President Clinton, intelligence monitoring, 
and intensive diplomacy from U.S. envoy Richard Holbrooke on January 1996 for both sides to 
withdraw from the disputed rocks. This hegemonic role of U.S. diplomacy in crisis 
                                                 
64It is worth-mentioning that Nicholas Burns spent some years as the U.S. Ambassador in Athens apart from other diplomatic 
duties. His comments are available at “Turkish Daily News” available at http://www.b-info.com/places/Turkey/news/96-
02/feb07.tdn (accessed on March 2009). 
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communication is apparent in a statement by Richard Holbrooke65: “While President Clinton was 
on the phone with Athens and Ankara, the Europeans were literally sleeping through the night. You 
have to wonder why Europe does not seem capable of taking decisive action in its own theatre.” Both 
countries seemed to have chosen/accepted/preferred USA as an overarching player, proposer 
and actor. 
  
                                                 
65This statement of Richard Holbrook was published in Financial Times newspaper, at 09/02/1996. 
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8. Domestic Politics, Psychological Factors, and Agendas 
 
The landscape of key players in the open negotiation game of Imia/Kardak crisis was 
characterized by inner disputes (mainly in Greece), lack of cooperation, severe differences in 
judgment and mutual suspiciousness. Also, the incident was escalated to a crisis under constant 
pressure of mainstream electronic media from both sides that overplayed psychological aspects 
of the event and stereotypes. Several interviews66, special reports, documentaries, and 
retrospective logs reveal various roles, initiatives and systemic distortions during Imia/Kardak 
crisis management. Figure 15 is indicative on specific media active or passive involvement. 
  
Both Greece and Turkey are members of European and International Institutions committed to 
the spirit of co-operation: the Organization of Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and 
the Council of Europe, as well as the NATO. Both countries are also members of other 
platforms of dialogue, such as the Black Sea Co-operation and others. However, the form, tone 
and language used by politicians and the mainstream mass media hardly comply with the idea 
of dialogue and co-operation. Hostile statements made in public “are designed mostly for 
domestic rather than foreign policy and are directed towards the home population”, not the 
neighboring country (Hadjidimos, 1999). This may be one of the reasons why the statements 
are usually extremely nationalistic and are making arguments, interpreted and often (also) 
misinterpreted by the government, electronic and paper press, and the public of the neighboring 
country. Examples of this practice are press statements concerning the: 
 (alleged) Greek support of Öcalan and the PKK (the Kurdistan Workers' Party),  
 Cyprus issue, 
 Greek government blocking Turkey’s accession to the EU,  
 Greece’s backing to Serbia during the war in Kosovo,  
 demilitarization of a number of islands in the Aegean and  
 violations of Greek FIR by Turkish military planes – to name a few of the numerous 
issues of dispute.  
                                                 
66 Documentaries like “ I Michani tou Hronou (The time machine)” by Vassilopoulos, “Fakelloi (Files)” by Papahelas, “Erevna 
(Investigation)” by Tsimas, and prime time talk- show “Zoungla (Jungle)” by Triantafyllopoulos provided lots of information 
and interview transcripts on the Imia/Kardak story (Turkish and Greek), between 1997-2008. Also, defense correspondent 
Demos Verikios (in several interviews) disclosed ties of ANT1 TV channel with retired superior officers of the Greek Navy, 
acting as “inside informants”. Also, ANT1 reporter Fourlis was an active duty seaman fulfilling his obligatory service during 
1995-96, and used his position to collect news sources.  
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The Imia/Kardak issue is not theoretical, as large parts of the population in both countries are 
directly or indirectly affected by this situation. There are the members of the Muslim minority 
in Western Thrace and a few remaining ethnic Greeks in Turkey (as cited in the Lausanne 
Treaty). Also, oftentimes residents of the Aegean islands are surprised by fighter planes flying 
over their residencies without being able to distinguish between Greek or Turkish warplanes, 
especially in the islands which Turkey considers as belonging to the “grey zones” (in a 
unilateral disputed status). Another affected group consists of the inhabitants of part of northern 
Cyprus67, occupied by the 30,000 Turkish troops, who suffer from economic and political 
isolation in daily life. At a national level Greece and Turkey are experiencing budget cuts in 
education, health and social security sectors, while considerable proportion of their Gross 
National Products are spent in the military sector (4-5% of the GNP in Turkey and Greece).  
However, no government operates in a vacuum. Governments participate decisively in 
the formation of public sphere and are even guided by public opinion. Public opinion negotiates 
meaning in smaller common spheres and in the larger public sphere directly affected by the 
mass media and the historical mindset accumulated in peoples’ minds and hearts. Quoting from 
Hadjidimos’s (1999) communication analysis: 
 
 “[emphasis added] It is believed the main reason for the continuation of 
tensions, at least on the Greek side, is fear. Most Greeks feel threatened by Turkey 
due to the fact that the Turkish population outnumbers the Greek population. Greece 
has a total of 11.5 million inhabitants which is even smaller than that of Turkey’s 
capital Istanbul, estimated to have 14 million inhabitants; and the whole of Turkey 
has around 65 million people.”  
 
In the case of Imia/Kardak crisis, the incident that took place on two negligible-sized islands 
would have been unnoticeable if the major private Greek TV station ANT168 did not broadcast 
the exchange of diplomatic notes, almost four weeks after the incident occurred. Only one day 
later (on January 25, 1996) the mayor of Kalymnos was motivated to visit the rocky islands to 
hoist the Greek flag. His eagerness was significantly triggered by the ongoing inner-party 
                                                 
67 Republic of Cyprus is a currently a full member of the European Union, since 2002. 
68 ANT1 Media Group was founded by Minos Kyriakou, an owner of a diversified group of companies and ship 
mogul in Greece. 
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disputes of the Greek governing party PASOK, where Minister of Defense Arsenis (the 
architect of the Integrated Greece- Cyprus Defense Space doctrine), and Ministry of the Interior 
Tzohatzopoulos contended with Simitis for the Prime Minister position (as Papandreou was 
elected but hospitalized after a year). PASOK was tri-chotomized with 50, 53 and 53 votes 
(respectively) before the final vote of 86 for Simitis versus 75 for Tzohatzopoulos. Also, 
appointment of all Armed Forces leaders was decided by Arsenis (and responsible institutions) 
under the shadow of Papandreou and, partly, because of the roles that the same officers had 
undertaken in the crisis of 1987. This was the spark that inspired the Turkish newspaper 
Hürriyet to schedule a team of journalists and photographers with a helicopter to counter-hoist 
the Turkish flag69. The very next day Hürriyet’s has published the photograph of the journalists 
removing the Greek flag with the triumph of “mission accomplished” on its front page (as in 
the cover of the current paper). The Greek Navy switched the flag within 24 hours70 and, by 
January 30/31 (1996) Greek and Turkish naval forces drew up against each other in the 
Aegean, while their movement was in live coverage from three major private stations in Greece 
and in Turkey. A Greek helicopter crashed while flying back to the frigate “Navarino” causing 
the death of its three crew members and providing the media of neighboring countries 
“spectacle for display” instead of documented analysis. The media formed the cultural ground 
and parts of Greek and Turkey political establishment selected facts, created expectations, and 
massaged opinions to achieve efficient exploitation of emotions. The Greek government was 
fragmented, with different levels of experience in crisis management; where as the Turkish 
government was in a coalition agreement based on a solid operational infrastructure from the 
Turkish Security Council (the key player in Turkish politics). Terminology used in the 
publishable briefing reports was not describing all the facts of event but were solely chosen to 
evoke anti-Turk or anti-Greek stereotypes, hate-speech and maximalist ideals for both general 
publics.  
 
                                                 
69 Reports from Turkey insist that putting a Turkish flag was an idiosyncratic initiative of the helicopter team 
members without official authorization from the Turkish Government, who considered it an “irresponsible act”. 
70 In a personal account of Captain Roidis adjutant of Defense Minister Arsenis (Zoungla, Triantafyllopoulos, 
Alter Channel) the counter-hoisting of the Greek flag was in excess of the original orders and Chief of Staff for the 
Navy Stangas assumed responsibility on that (an alleged  intervention of Admiral Lymperes in these orders). The 
original order was just to dip the Turkish flag. 
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As Hadjidimos71 (1999) points out, in an OSCE project on the issue, while the Greek press 
presented the landing of Turkish journalists – using a vocabulary such as “agents, assault, 
invasion”, “provocative action of Ankara” – the Turkish press accentuated in favor of the 
country’s strength; e.g. “Turkey can overwhelm Greece in 72 hours”(in the cover in the 
newspaper Sabah). The chain reaction of this coverage was a public opinion stuffed by the 
media, with the feeling of closeness for the military that led to considerable pressure on both 
governments to show a tough reaction. “Let’s stand up at Thermopylae” and “Ciller for Imia? 
We for Constantinople!” were among typical cover pages in Greek newspapers72; the Turkish 
equivalent was “Soysal: There must be war.” It was an atmosphere consistent with the “CNN 
effect”, under relative proportions, based on the assumption that the news can make or shape 
the environment of political decision-making; in a similar context the former UN Secretary 
General Boutrous Boutrous-Gali complained in a UN session that “CNN is [so powerful that is] 
the sixteenth member of Security Council” (in Giallouridis, 2008).  
 
In Figure 15, nine screen captures of picturesque news coverage are used as tokens of a “too 
much, too soon” media competition between Turkey and Greece, exercising the CNN effect: 
 
                                                 
71 A detailed analysis of media role in this crisis, although with some abstractions and generalizations, is included 
in  Hadjidimos Katharina(1999), The Role of the Media in Greek-Turkish Relations – Co-production of a TV 
ProgrammeWwindow by Greek and Turkish Journalists, Robert Bosch Stiftungskolleg für Internationale 
AufgabenProgrammjahr (unpublished case study). 
72 Thermopylae was the place of the battle of the Greeks against the Persians led by Xerxes, in 480 B.C. Constantinople is 
the town that in 326 AD Emperor Constantine the Great chose as the new capital of the Byzantine Empire. It is the 
town (in European Turkey) known as Instanbul in modern times. 
Graduate Portfolio 2009: Imia- Kardak Crisis 1996 
 
portfolio_in_one 135/176                                                                               Theodoros Katerinakis 
 
 
(a) Greek Alpha TV projecting TRT TV prime time 
news (with Greek subtitles) 
(b) Greek Alpha TV documentary “I mihani 
tou hronou” on activation “Sismik” 
 
(c) Greek public TV ERT covering 
readiness of F-16 fighter planes in 
restricted shelters 
(d) Greek Alpha TV documentary “I Mihani tou 
hronou” analyzing “Sismik-I” mission 
(e) Greek Alpha TV documentary “I Mihani 
tou hronou” analyzing the helicopter mission 
on frigate “Navarino” 
(f) Insights from Inal Batu’s interview in 
Greek documentary “Investigation” 
(with Greek subtitles) 
 
(g) Turkish ATV mixing Imia/Kardak and Kurdish 
leader Öcalan’s case (before his 1999 arrest) 
 
(h) Turkish mission with special fources in 
Greek ANT1 TV channel 
 
(i) A sample of Hürriyet newspaper cover 
on the Imia/Kardak issue  
Figure 15: Screens captures of media covering Air Force and Navy Fleet movement and escalation and “war narrative” 
[Note: snapshots were captured from five different TV channels from both sides; in some cases a Greek 
channel was broadcasting a Turkish one and vice versa] 
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A major and systemic set-back in crisis management, from the Greek side73, was that Simitis 
did not activate the well-established, tested and proven ETHKEPIH in the Greek National 
Defense Staff (Pentagon), as he was supposed to, and preferred to conduct meetings at his 
parliamentary office. Thus, information transmission and processing in a timely, inter-related 
and accurate manner was not feasible; a fact that undermined the situation definition/formation-
evaluation-adjustment stages with pre-justices rather than objective monitoring and analysis, 
using opinions rather than facts. Although, Simitis seem to apply a dual responsiveness pattern 
in his negotiation practice, by monitoring the Turkish side on military movement and the Greek 
General Staff and diplomats for alternatives, the mechanism was ineffective due to incomplete, 
indirect and misinterpreted flow of information (and lack of experience for his role). Simitis, a 
German educated, self-disciplined modernist with a personal dislike on foreign affairs, the 
military and defense issues, seemed to speak with the Greek Defense administration as 
members of special interest group (of a separate actor) rather than governmental advisors.  
Admiral Lymperes (coupled with Vice Admiral Vassilikopoulos) - with Papandreou’s 
legacy in mind, his own handling of 1987 crisis, and his cumulative 40-year duty in the Navy- 
felt a cultural gap that did not allow him to cooperate as an advisor- proposer with his political 
leaders and led him to quasi-antagonism with the top members of the government. Defense 
Minister Arsenis was feeling defeated at PASOK inner-elections and was trying to maintain an 
active role sealing “his Pentagon” as his own territory and conducting direct contacts with 
Defense Secretary Perry and CIA director Tenet. Foreign Minister Pangalos was advocating 
Simitis’s approach of “non-engagement” and Deputy Koures with Vassilikopoulos were the 
liaison-facilitators. The result was a clear division of government at the intra-entity level (as 
Nikolaev, 2007, describes in p. 88-92). Instead of “ratification” the validation game for each 
decision transformed interaction to misinterpretation, and distorted the chain of command, two 
facts that were apparent to enlisted service personnel and send a message of “non-decisiveness” 
to Turkey.  
The list of protagonists in the negotiation game included:  Prime Minister Simitis, 
Defense Minister Arsenis (a well- known economist) with Deputy Minister Koures (Air 
                                                 
73 Captain Roidis ,adjutant of Defense Minister Arsenis, in talk how “Zoungla (Jungle)” (Triantafyllopoulos, Alter 
Channel) confirmed the systematic distortion in the flow of information that was apparent in duty service men, due 
to the non-coordinated operation of the Prime Minister, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Greek General 
Staff; all behaving as unitary and not coordinated actors according to the National Defense Plan. 
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Marsall emeritus), Foreign Minister Pangalos, Chairman of the Joint chief of Staff Admiral 
Lymperes (from reserves, who had received advanced training in the UK Royal Academy of 
Decision Systems), Army Chief Voulgaris, Navy Chief Stangas, Air Force Chief Tzoganis 
(from reserves), EYP Director Vassilikopoulos (Navy Chief on 1987), Prime Minister Ciller 
and the Turkish Security Council. Also, Secretary of the Stare Department Christopher and 
Assistant Secretary Holbrooke with Ambassador Niles, Defense Secretary Perry, CIA Director 
Tenet and President Clinton (himself). 
The clear overlap with roles and duties in compare to 1987 crisis, coupled combined 
with the cultural repulsion that Prime Minister Simitis felt for the military and its affairs74, led 
to a crisis management group with fragmented voices that bypassed the Standard Operating 
Procedures (SOP) of the Greek State. Also, on January 31, 1996, during the small hours of 
governmental sessions, Foreign Minister Pangalos chose to be in a popular talk-show for 2 
hours instead of participating in the ongoing consultation75. 
One of the crucial aspects of Imia/Kardak case was the suspiciousness between Simitis, 
who has just undertaken as Prime Minister, and members of the National Security Team like 
Vassilikopoulos, Admiral Lymperes, and Deputy Defense Minster Koures. All these military 
authorities were accustomed to Andreas Papandreou who was keen on security meetings, 
intelligence briefings, information processing, and crisis situations (like the one on March 
1987). Simitis had a perception of the shadow of the past, and was alienated from his own 
political party and was susceptible in military gaming in critical times. EYP Director was 
exposed to this mindset in his visit to the Prime Minister, on January 30. Earlier that day, the 
experienced officer, met in his office the CIA liaison officer who noted that “…President 
Clinton will call the Prime Minister. Things are serious”. He had also handed him a George 
Tenet’s (a Greek-American) note with the conclusion “…it would be disastrous for Greece, 
Turkey and NATO to provoke a war due to the escalation of the Imia/Kardak crisis”. 
Vassilikopoulos went to the Prime Minister’s office, relayed the information and, the Prime 
                                                 
74 It is quite characteristic that Prime Minister Simitis was the only one, in modern Greek history, that did not use 
the designated KYSEA Council and ETHKEPIH Center in a crisis, and not even visit the Greek Pentagon for 7 
years while in office. 
75 Pangalos was invited in the Hadjinikolaou talk-show “Enopios Enopio” (Vis-a-vis) in MEGA Channel TV 
station, and surprised the public and the enlisted servicemen on post. 
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Minister heard him and said “Ok, now you may leave I don’t need anything else.”76 Several 
hours later the CIA liaison agent visited Vassilikopoulos for the second time that day, with a 
proposition from the CIA Director: “…you could withdraw a number of your guards in Imia 
and the Turks will call their naval forces back”. Vassilikopoulos smiled and asked: “How many 
commandos should we withdraw, you know it is not a brigade?” Vassilikopoulos continued to 
the CIA liaison “Does your suggestion require the dip of the flag? No, not at all”, was the 
answer (conscious to the symbolic value of the flag in military tradition). The CIA liaison 
emphasized “…please, save us time; give me your response ASAP. We are in a critical phase”. 
Vassilikopoulos took the orange phone (direct secure line) to call his colleague Admiral 
Lymperes, but he was not in his post, since he was called to the Office of Prime Minister in the 
Parliament! Admiral Lymperes offered his own testimony, for the first time in an open 
transcript of thoughts and dialogues (on April 2008). These are selected excerpts:77  
[emphasis added]……………………………………………………………………………..… 
AL: Mr. Prime Minister, we need to decide Rules of Engagement, in case of scrable, 
according to the Standard Operating Procedures for the military personnel. 
PM [Simitis, on Lymperes literal quotes]: What do you mean with “scramble”? What is 
‘engagement’? 
AL:[Simitis and Pankalos] were discussing about the spot of negotiations, and I 
[Lymperes] was not aware of any type of negotiations!....................................……………. 
PM [Simitis]: Admiral, if we take the flag, is it important?  
AL [Lymperes]: [I say to him] it maybe the last action of your government! 
PM: I think you are too sentimental [person] and exaggerating! 
AL [wondering]: Are we getting there, for war? 
AL: If you want to do what the Americans say, you can do it but THAT IS NOT RIGHT. 
FM [Pangalos]: Eh…Admiral. Why don’t we say that the flag was blown in the wind? 
AL: No, sir, I cannot do that. Officers take an oath and vow in this flag! 
[AL, thoughts]: My colleague, Vice Admiral Vassilikopoulos, Director of National 
Intelligence conveyed secret information but was not asked to participate in GCFPND 
(KYSEA). 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
AL: I was the “red flag” for the Americans as I had several conflicts with US Military 
officials at the Embassy. I was never invited to USA, despite the tradition of NATO. 
The (then) Minister of Defense Arsenis called me and asked who is going to be the next 
Chief/HNDGS?  [Lymperes was always arguing that Turkey has a systematic action plan 
on “terrae nullius” for the Aegean.] 
                                                 
76 Diaries and personal accounts published in http://www.tovima.gr/default.asp?pid=2&artid=169407&ct=32, 
accessed on March 2009. 
77 In Triantafyllopoulos’s talk-show “Zoungla”, April 3, 2008, available at 
http://hellenicrevenge.blogspot.com/2008/04/blog-post_2160.html, 
http://www.aegeantimes.gr/article.asp?id=23103&type=28 (accessed on March 2009). AL stands for Lymperes, 
PM for Simitis and FM for Pangalos. Parts of the transcript have a flavor of conspiracy allegations. 
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[From the documentary narrative] On 2008, Arsenis admitted that the helicopter was not 
turned down by Turkish fires. The pilot had severe heart problems and his death was 
likely to be attributed to a stroke before landing on board the frigate, as the thorough 
medical forensic examination revealed (a report that has been classified as “top secret” 
for national security reasons). At the time, he felt obliged not to disclose anything 
respecting the memory of the three servicemen who died in the line of duty. Questions 
remained unanswered: 
- The weather in Imia seemed uncommonly distorted, despite the weather forecast 
transmitted by three different meteorological services. Was there any sabotage? 
- Turkish commandos that were guarding the second Imia islet had a strange faith: all of 
them were killed in a drill and their commander was assassinated in Istanbul. Questions 
remain questions! 
 
In order to clarify the role, tradition, military principles and duties of the Chairmen of the “Joint 
Chiefs of Staff” in Greece and Turkey a comparative list is complied in Figure 16; both cases 
are described in parallel with the U.S. General Staff listing that is put for reference. In Greece 
institutional duties direct to a chain of command that leads to the Prime Minister, who has the 
right to grant authority under SOP, where as in Turkey the Chairman is the “commander in 
chief” (and not just a high-level presidential advisor as in the USA). Duties were compiled by 
the author to articulate their role of “supreme commanders” as institutions and actors in the 
context of Imia/Kardak crisis of 1996. 
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U.S. General Staff (emphasis added) 
 
Turkish General Staff (emphasis added) Greek General Staff (emphasis added) 
 
The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) 
is by law the principal military advisor to the 
Commander-in-Chief, the President of the United 
States. The Goldwater-Nichols DOD 
Reorganization Act of 1986 identifies the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as the senior 
ranking member of the Armed Forces. As such, 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is the 
principal military adviser to the President. He may 
seek the advice of and consult with the other JCS 
members and combatant commanders. When he 
presents his advice, he presents the range of 
advice and opinions he has received, along with 
any individual comments of the other JCS 
members. Under the DOD Reorganization Act, 
the Secretaries of the Military Departments assign 
all forces to combatant commands except those 
assigned to carry out the mission of the Services, 
i.e., recruit, organize, supply, equip, train, service, 
mobilize, demobilize, administer and maintain 
their respective forces. The chain of command to 
these combatant commands runs from the 
President to the Secretary of Defense directly to 
the commander of the combatant command. The 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff may 
transmit communications to the commanders of 
the combatant commands from the President and 
Secretary of Defense but does not exercise 
military command over any combatant forces.  
 
[From http://www.jcs.mil/chairman/chairman_resp.html] 
  [This generic, all inclusive description, is 
characteristic of the powerful role of the Turkish 
military] 
     The Chief of General Staff is the Commander 
of the Armed Forces. In wartime, he acts as the 
Commander in Chief on behalf of the 
President.  Commanding the Armed Forces and 
establishing the policies and programs related 
with the preparation for combat of personnel, 
intelligence, operations, organization, training and 
logistic services are the responsibilities of the 
Turkish General Staff. Furthermore, the Turkish 
General Staff coordinates the military relations of 
the Turkish Armed Forces with NATO and other 
friendly nations. The Armed Forces of the Turkish 
Republic having great geopolitical and 
geostrategic importance comprise the Army, Navy 
and Air Force that are subordinate to the Turkish 
General Staff. The General Command of 
Gendarmerie and the Coast Guard Command, 
which operate as the parts of internal security 
forces in peacetime, are subordinate to the Land 
and Naval Forces Commands, respectively in 
wartime. 
 
 
 
 
[complied from 
http://www.tsk.mil.tr/eng/genel_konular/index.htm] 
In 1995, the new Law 2292/95 “Organization and Function of 
the National Defense Ministry, Armed Forces Administration 
and Control, and other Provisions” was passed after 1977 
regarding the Chief/HNDGS and the HNDGS (Hellenic 
National Defense General Staff) are outlined below: 
a. The Chief/HNDGS was strengthened to the appropriate 
degree in his operational role by being relieved of non-
operational responsibilities, to ensure a more effective 
handling of operational issues and of the international defense 
relations of the country.  
b. The Chief/HNDGS was designated main adviser of the 
National Defense Minister on military issues and Military 
Adviser of the GCFPND (Governmental Council on Foreign 
Policy and National Defense) 
c. New provisions were introduced concerning the practice of 
operational command in peace-time. The Chief/HNDGS 
assumed the operational command of the Armed Forces within 
specified bounds and to the extent and degree required for his 
preparation for a smooth and rapid transition to crisis or war 
situations. According to a new Act, the Chief/HNDGS 
exercises, from peace time, the operational command of Joint 
HQs and their subordinate Units, which are to be used to cope 
with military activities aiming against the security of the 
country and its legitimate rights, demanding coordinated 
action by the three Services of the Armed Forces. Hellenic 
National Defense General Staff through which the Minister 
of National Defense practiced all functions prescribed in the 
aforementioned Law. 
[compiled from http://www.geetha.mil.gr/index.asp?a_id=1719] 
Figure 16: A formal comparison of duties and responsibilities of Supreme Military Commanders (a proposer/chooser/endorser combination) 
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On the Turkish side, the military establishment is a foundational institution. In Turkish 
economy the General Fund of Armed Forces is an organization with a group of 
companies in auto industry, construction industry, oil industry, chemical industry, 
agriculture and tourism. The Fund favors exceptional tax discounts and allowances and 
privileged financing for research and development; thus, it plays an important role in the 
cohesion of the Armed Forces and their integration in civil society. Since the military 
coup of 1960’s, Turkish Army with the powerful Security Council is the determinant of 
Turkish foreign policy and politics (Ikiksal, 2002). In 1996 newly appointed Prime 
Minster Ciller was eager to prove herself, as the first woman Prime Minister in Muslim 
Turkey, especially in the perception of the Turkish Military and the public. Thus, she was 
“militarizing the issue more than the military” in a maximal nationalistic way trying to 
impose herself as a respected head of government78. Ciller characterized the outcome of 
the incident as a triumph. “We expressed our decisiveness very clearly,” she said. “We 
said ‘this flag will come down, these soldiers will go. There is no other solution,’ and we 
got our result.”  
A military parade over the islets was averted as USA mediated between Greece and 
Turkey, both its NATO allies, in order to resolve the confrontation and both sides 
revoked their forces. The breakthrough came after President Clinton spoke by telephone 
to Prime Ministers Simitis and Ciller. In a parliamentary speech in Athens, Prime 
Minister Simitis defended the decision to withdraw. “Turkey failed in its effort to force 
Greece to negotiate the legal status of the islets,” he said. “The islet of Imia is and will 
remain Greek,” Simitis underlined. Also, Defense Minister Arsenis defended the actions 
taken. “If we went ahead with this and there were bombings and hundreds of deaths, 
what would people say now?” was his rhetorical question; “We have achieved the same 
result without the loss of life” (except for the helicopter crew). Arsenis continued that bi-
lateral relations would return to the status quo ante, ending the worst crisis since 1987 
when the two countries nearly declared war over exploitation rights of Aegean seabed. 
Presenting a cautious opinion, he argued that a war had barely been avoided (in the end); 
                                                 
78Ciller’s attitude was indicative in minutes and proceeding of the Turkish Security Council, published 
after clearance at http://www.tovima.gr/default.asp?pid=2&artid=107813&ct=78 (accessed on Mar 2009). 
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this a fact confirmed by the Assistant Secretary of U.S. State Richard Holbrooke, who 
was a facilitator for the withdrawal of forces and who affirmed in all tones in Washington 
that “this was not a bluff.”79  
Media is a mechanism of manufacturing consent that reflects and massages public 
opinion by creating an infinite circle concerning the perception of the “Other” versus the 
“Self”. In the Imia/Kardak case, ignition and escalation was a direct result of actions and 
broadcasting from paper and electronic media (photos of flags, fleet display, military 
mobilization etc). Stereotypes from 1980s and especially the emotional policy of Prime 
Minister Andreas Papandreou have made their mark on a whole generation of journalists 
and have provoked superficial satisfaction to the public. The contrast of “Self-Other” 
image in Greek- Turkish antagonism is not only a construction of differences (otherness) 
but “also an effort to lower the ‘Other’ in an inferior cultural space” (Isiksal, 2002). This 
psychological factor in terms of an inferiority complex was a decisive aspect involved in 
the two relative young states. The Republic of Turkey founded on 1923 and is still living 
with the memory from the loss of the Ottoman Empire; Turkey is a state in-between 
Europe and the Arabic countries (diving feet one in the East and one in the West). 
Ataturk was the one who conceived and imposed a national identity upon multiethnic 
people, a Turkish identity (as described in Venizelos’s letter in Appendix IV), and 
established a key role for Turkish military. The Greek people, on the other side, live on 
their heroic antiquity past but still look for their modern “Self.” In the European Union 
Greece, in several cases, is perceived as an extraneous member, although the 
organizational success of the Olympic Games of 2004 had a significant positive effect in 
recent years. Greece conducted a 7-year war of independence from the Ottoman Empire 
till 1830, with limited opportunity to exercise and practice democratic state’s institutions 
in the 20th century; Greece suffered from the German, Italian and Bulgarian occupation 
during World War II, followed by civil wars and a dictatorship that lasted until 1974.  
                                                 
79 Holbrooke planned a joint State Department-Pentagon mission to Greece, Turkey and Cyprus in mid-
February 1996 to try to defuse tensions further, with a tentative plan to try to work out a solution to the 22-
year dispute over Cyprus. The visit was cancelled due to the significant role that the US played in the crisis 
and steamed anti-American reflexes (especially in Greece). A report covering U.S. State Department’s 
intensions was published at 
http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=980CE4DD1739F932A35751C0A960958260&n=Top/News/Science/T
opics/Birds (accessed on March 2009). 
Graduate Portfolio 2009: Imia- Kardak Crisis 1996 
 
portfolio_in_one           143/176                                         Theodoros Katerinakis 
 
 
Therefore, as Hadjidimos (1999) remarks, “…both peoples tend to build their 
nationalism on their adversary towards each other, each nation being born from a war 
with the other. A proverb well known in Greece and in Turkey runs ‘my enemy’s enemy is 
my friend’ and in many cases even foreign policy decision makers seem to follow this 
principle.” 
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9. Concluding Remarks 
 
Governmental inexperience, partisan politics, and instability made Imia/Kardak 
dispute more volatile than other territorial incidents. The crisis represented the first 
foreign policy-test of the new Greek government for which it felt forced to react with 
some fortitude, sacrificing early cues and hints to pursue a more constructive and 
congenial relationship with Turkey. Meanwhile, in Ankara, negotiations had failed to 
conclude with a new coalition government at the time the crisis broke; Ciller was the first 
ever woman Prime Minister in the Muslim Turkey, trying to prove her face and her 
capacity. Therefore, the Imia/Kardak issue became a key issue in Turkey’s turbulent 
domestic inter-partisan politics, restricting scope for compromise and concessions on the 
issue. The Turkish Security Council (often cited as the “deeper- esoteric State,” Mihas & 
Adamopoulos, 2006, p. 35) acting as a key player with long-term strategy served as an 
institution of continuity; where as, in the Greek side, the modernist approach of conflict 
avoidance and adjustment of the Greek Prime Minister was a significant change for a 
defense hierarchy that was living with the shadow of the 1987 crisis and felt a loose 
connection with the Greek political class of the time: three key players (Lymperes, 
Tzoganis, Vassilikopoulos) were reappointed from the reserves (as previously retired on 
1993) in a decision made before Prime Minister Simitis took office.  
It is quite striking to quote the laconic comment of General Karantagi (Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs and of the Turkish Security Council) that “Imia/Kardak escalation 
was a severe strategic mistake not necessarily from Greece” (Mihas & Adamopoulos, 
2006, p. 38-39); also another key player the Foreign Deputy Minister Inal Batu was 
disappointed from the “demagoguery of the media” (implying both sides)80, despite the 
fact that the crisis was severe because “land” was involved (and not intangible territorial 
rights). This skepticism on the outcome of the crisis denotes the feeling that Imia/Kardak 
escalation was more of a random process of spontaneous reactions of perceived cognitive 
information (Nikolaev, 2007, p. 25) than a provocative tension with strategic moves.  
 
                                                 
80 As cited in electronic archives at http://www.hyper.gr/makthes/960202/60202a07.html (accessed on 
March 2009). 
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Theoretical analysis of the Imia/Kardak negotiation game starts with theory 
elimination. Rational actor model although applicable may be used in isolated objectives. 
Media are among those externalities that influence decision-making and assist in 
justifying why certain decisions are made. The main idea of the game is to organize the 
action and the decisions made by involved participants in multiple arenas that 
automatically bring in external forces and the logic of the apparently suboptimal choice. 
The trivial “flag war” in this crisis gave place to a severe conflict with the official 
demand made by the Turkish Government that the Greek flag had to be lowered. Turkish 
Prime Minister Ciller claimed sovereignty over the islet and challenged Athens to a 
negotiation cycle, in order to resolve the issue. Consecutive facts and events unfold in the 
following review. 
As an initial response, the Greek side chose to ignore the issue altogether and to 
maintain Greek long-term policy, which was to refrain from any negotiations with 
Turkey, especially over such a trivial issue. It was only two days after the initiation of 
this formal dialogue (and almost a month after the start of the discussion) that the Greek 
government (irrationally) mobilized military forces. That was a reaction that escalated the 
tension and brought the two countries on the verge of war in the Aegean. The decision 
was widely received in Greece as a spasmodic and erroneous move. A rational approach 
of the Turkish initiation  of the crisis itself (like EYP suggested) and the media coverage 
it attracted, coupled with the lack of preparation of government bureaucracy mobilized 
this decision. 
The long-term tension was part of the policy agenda in both countries and is being 
treated with significant caution in a learning process (Nikolaev, 2007, p.13-14). The two 
countries have become traditional enemies with a level of familiarity (one was learning 
the other) that evolved as “predictability” of expected action (from the opposite side). 
Being more powerful in quantitative terms, Turkey is the player that challenges the status 
quo to a large extent. A common tactic that Turkey utilizes is to create “fait accompli” on 
a diplomatic basis (Touri, 2005); i.e. to accomplish unilateral gains and shift the starting 
point that can be reversed in later negotiations. However, as a rational actor it would not 
attack unless the long-term diplomatic and economic payoff will be greater than the cost. 
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In this case, the European potential, the Kurdish and Syria fronts, and the Cyprus issue 
were already in Turkey’s plate. 
Greece had reasonable political grounding, as a full member of the EU and with 
efficient intelligence on the movement of the Turkish Forces would not have much to 
gain from a full-scale war. Alternatively Greece could have certain benefits from 
exercising rights in international organizations, as well as political gains with the 
symmetrical use of armed forces to maintain a self-defense, balancing stance.  
Smith, Sola & Spagnolo (2000), taking one step backward, tested data in a partial of the 
whole tension issue; the competitive armed procurement race of both countries as a 
predictor of their decision making. Using the following payoff matrix in Figure 17, four 
states and respective costs are represented: 
E.g. in state 1, both countries choose high military spending 
with payoffs as costs of CG1 to Greece and CT1 to Turkey. 
Given the payoffs, the countries choose a strategy. This is a 
repeated game, played every year. During the annual 
budgetary cycle each country chooses its strategy, high or 
low military spending for the next year, knowing what the 
opponent country chose for the same year, but not what the 
opponent will do next year. 
Figure 17: Pay-off matrix as of Smith, Sola & Spagnolo (2000)  
 
These three scholars present another dimension that connects decision making with a so-
called consumerism of military goods. In a simple repeated two by two game like 
Prisoners’ Dilemma (Nikolaev, 2007, p. 9-11), each country can choose a high or low 
share of military expenditure playing “tit-for-tat” (doing what their opponent did in the 
previous period) or playing independently. Estimates used are more consistent with 
domestic (internal to the system) explanations which emphasize bureaucratic structure 
and political inertia. As Turkey and Greece used USA as their major supplier of military 
hardware (at the time), their decision making in negotiation was directly affected 
(although this orientation changed in the following decade). Thus, behavioral patterns 
deriving from personal characteristics are more likely to extend military spending in 
military use, than policy decisions or strategy. Although, “tit-for-tat” is not fully 
applicable it provides a tool of giving “memory” to the negotiation game and of 
proposing proven alternatives to avoid or choose. 
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At an organizational level, decision making process needs choices and sufficient 
information (and credibility in the flow of information) concerning the problem. Also, 
rationality of the actors is informed by historical emotions and psychological profiles of 
top-level participants −only USA seems to have explicit reasoning ability due to vast 
information gathering and political power − as both sides used insufficient information 
and stereotypical prejudice restricted their scope of analysis. Utility and probability are 
vague measures as no ceteris paribus principle can be applied in real-time environments. 
Since, time is critical in crises the closest acceptable solution seems to be satisfactory 
enough, especially if there is a “greater good” (like full-scale war avoidance). The 
complexity of the crisis and the transitive aspect of communication (Greece-USA-
Turkey-secondary direct verification via intelligence or active military observation) 
framed all these factors in a bounded rationality context (Nikolaev, 2007, p. 41-42). The 
mutual withdraw proposal that Holbrooke coined as “no troops, no ships, no flags” was a 
mitigating solution adopted easily from both sides at a political level, leaving the rest 
(casualties, pride, military readiness etc) behind, for the aftermath. 
As far as learning theory is concerned it is reasonable to argue that the 
intelligence community and military administration and institutions are trained in a “cat 
and mouse game” for years and have well documented records of their opponents. Thus, 
bilateral talks that are ongoing in various levels since 1974 have generated patterns, and 
interpretation paradigms for adjustments and symmetrical reactions. However, it is also 
possible to argue that the Imia/Kardak crisis created a chance of rapprochement since it 
generated strong pressure from the USA and the EU, especially on Athens, to reach a 
modus vivendi with Turkey (and on Ankara to comply with country’s international 
obligations), and compelled Simitis's government to abandon Greece's long-applied 
policy of “no talks with Turkey”. This crisis resulted in an increase in the “civic/second-
track diplomacy” which is (later) usually associated with commercial agreements and the 
relief effort during earthquakes that damaged Greek and Turkish towns in 1999. For 
example, Greek and Turkish tourist operators signed a protocol of cooperation following 
the Imia/Kardak crisis, a fact that showed how economic interests may overcome or 
accelerate formal policies in sensitive areas. During the crisis itself, principal positions of 
“no- international organization involvement” (like UN and ICJ from Turkey) and “no- 
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generic agenda bilateral talks” (from Greece) and the third party mediation did not allow 
position adjustments, but only tactical movements and the selection of a reciprocal-carrot 
arrangement. 
 Considering the case of problem-solving or joint-decision making, neither of them 
is working as Greece and Turkey, as explained, were living their own Cold War. Thus, 
joint work was not possible when both sides operate on a zero-sum basis and could not 
identify mutual interests, as they were able to do in the following years, especially after 
1999 (common tragedies, sharing interests). The detailed description of previous sections 
show that no-external economic or political institution seem to interfere directly, although 
the role of the EU with candidacy status excepted for Turkey, past UN resolutions, and 
NATO operational activities in the Aegean are part of the picture. None of these factors 
seemed to be dominant except for the third- party intermediary that acted as proposer or 
third actor, the USA; U.S. interest covers specific agreements for military bases in the 
area, for public- sector technical assistance, for origination of private investing and for 
NATO operational leadership in Larissa, Bodrum and elsewhere. As stated clearly in 
several sections the substantial role of domestic factors (in more than one layer) is a 
theoretical area that offers the more comprehensive explanation. When “A” is negotiating 
with “B” with an outcome “O” then the primary question is how to explain this specific 
outcome. Domestic politics as perceived, practiced and expected by the protagonists 
involved, the intrinsic and the media-imposed psychology, as well as the cultural 
component of political, economical and institutional aspects of neighbouring countries’ 
mindsets are the basic explanatory instruments in conjunction. 
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10. Lessons Learned and Potential 
 
Imia/Kardak crisis started as a common nautical incident in the Aegean and 
escalated from Greece and Turkey, as military authorities perceived phantoms of the past 
and political bureaucracies were responding to inflammatory media challenges with 
military inexperience and lack of expertise in crisis management. Political process, 
national pride, and patriotic responsibility were refined and redefined in the cultural 
contexts of two countries and two separate military establishments. The route from a 
random incident (even if it was a deliberate move) to a major crisis is so small in the 
Aegean, as small and narrow the straits of the two Imia/Kardak islets and between the 
islets and Turkey are; in particular when events are opinion-based and not fact-based as 
mediated by electronic and paper press, escalation to crisis is more likely than 
negotiation. In a critical review of the actors we can articulate the following: 
 
 Crisis was neither necessary nor unavoidable. International Law should not be 
bypassed in favor of consensus-building with no direct solution. Still, the issue 
remains unresolved de jure and Turkey’s unilateral “territory-building” is a de 
facto approach. 
 The shadow of the past was projected in the future (reflecting 1987 Turkey’s draw 
back and the Greek defeat of 1974 in Cyprus). No direct talks were accepted, the 
chain of command was a separate embedded negotiation game. 
 Greek Prime Minister Simitis made an official parliamentary statement of “thank 
you USA”, a confession in the Parliament that was not explained in pragmatic 
terms and provokes oppositional arguments. 
 Lack of Expertise from both Prime Ministers and unwillingness to use institutions 
and SOPs, as established in both countries, evolved as systemic inefficiencies. 
Consequently, the cooperation gap among members of General Staff and their 
political counterparts in Greece and mis-communication in the Turkish Security 
Council with the coalition government (with personal agendas) distorted effective 
operational handing. 
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 An attempt of resolution with dual responsiveness theory was applied but did not 
work as the chain of command was not homogenous in expertise. 
 The Greek protagonists were sharing mutual disrespect and mistrust; where as the 
Turkish protagonists were more unified under the military establishment. 
 The non-coordinated disaggregated action of the USA (CIA, Secretary of State, 
Secretary of Defense, President) created respondents with different perception of 
authority and cohesiveness. 
 The military (especially in the Greek side) failed to conduct a coordinated effort, 
in a timely manner, due to personal bias, bounded rationality and partiality that 
led to blinked interpretation of intelligence information. 
 Media coverage competed with the aim of a CNN effect, adjusted in a localized 
scope and undermined confidence building measures in both Aegean shores. 
 The author, as member of the manned shift of the operation center (in the 
underground Center of Communications of a major Greek Air Force Base), was 
an eye witness of the atmosphere, morale and chain of command. The conceived 
lack of sensitivity on patriotic symbols from political leaders and the multiplicity 
of messages transmitted from open media in compare to institutional secure 
sources were confusing and misleading during time on post. The distance from 
military escalation to “the cried- wolf” story was bridged by extensive media 
interplay of “reality and expectation”. As a personal account, it was in one of the 
cases when censoring would be more than useful; a case labeled as national 
security professional ethics.   
 
This inflatory pluralism of opinion was expressed in several (possibly too many) books 
that popularized a crisis management incident of national security, mixing opinions with 
facts and expectations, without leaving space for inhouse studies and follow-up reports. 
So, in several cases, irresponsible (media) transparrency embraced responsible expert 
briefing-debriefing and evaluation. In Greek-Turkish relations, if past consists of thoughts 
recovered in the present and history is repeated as parody or tragedy then the end of the 
Cold War provided a new structural context; a redefinition of roles and identitiesbecomes 
necessary for a secure regional environment. A culture of cooperation formed on the 
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basis of mutual trust and interests is far less security-threatening than a culture of 
conflict. According to Kantian democracy (Gaubatz, 1996), economic interdependence, 
international organizations and international law are concepts and institutions that interact 
to promote peaceful relations among states. Historically, interdependence between the 
people of Greece and Turkey had (or could have) a positive effect, at large, despite some 
catastrophic events. Both countries shaped their policies under a “zero-sum” game that 
could be trasposed to a Nash equillibrium of confrontation avoidance and status quo 
ante; one's own security, in broader terms, depends on the security of the other, and no 
unilateral action is accepted as beneficial.  
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1. Imia Case81 
 
On 26th December 1995, a Turkish cargo ship ran aground on one of the islets of Imia 
and its captain initially refused the assistance offered by the Greek authorities, 
maintaining that he was within Turkish territorial waters.  He ultimately accepted being 
towed to Turkey by a Greek tugboat.  
 
On 27th January 1996, some journalists from the Turkish daily Hurriyet lowered the 
Greek flag and raised the Turkish one on the Imia islets.  The following day the Greek 
Navy lowered the Turkish flag and hoisted the Greek one. Turkish warships then 
proceeded to the area under the observation of Greek ships.  Turkish warships violated 
Greek territorial waters, whilst Greek airspace was violated by Turkish fighter planes.  
The Turkish provocation culminated in the landing of Turkish troops on the second islet, 
in other words militarily occupying part of Greek territory.  Several days later the crisis 
was defused with the withdrawal of both forces from the area and a return to the former 
situation. 
 
The Turkish Foreign Ministry in verbal notes stresses Turkish sovereignty over the Imia 
islets and demands- in practical application of the grey zone theory- wholesale 
negotiations on islands, islets and atolls in the Aegean, maintaining that their status is 
legally undetermined. 
 
The legal status of the islands and islets of the Aegean is however crystal clear. Greek 
sovereignty over the Imia islets is clearly stipulated by international conventions, i.e. the 
1923 Lausanne Treaty, the 1947 Paris Treaty and the 1923 Italo-Turkish Agreements.  
  
More specifically: 
 
-On the basis of the Lausanne Treaty (Article 15) the Imia islets along with the 
Dodecanese islands in their entirety were given to Italy.  According to Articles 12 to 16 it 
is apparent that Turkey ceded all sovereign rights over all the islands lying more than 3 
miles off the Asiatic coast, apart from the Imvros, Tenedos and Rabbit islands.  
Consequently, she also ceded all sovereign rights over the Imia islets which lie 3.7 miles 
off the Turkish coast. The Treaty of Lausanne is abundantly clear: islands and islets lying 
within three miles of the Turkish coast shall remain Turkish unless otherwise 
                                                 
81 http://www.ypex.gov.gr/www.mfa.gr/en-US/Policy/Geographic+Regions/South-
Eastern+Europe/Turkey/Turkish+claims/Imia+Case/, accessed mar 2009. 
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expressly stipulated by the Treaty itself. Conversely, Turkey renounces all sovereign or 
other rights over the islands and islets lying beyond this area (again unless otherwise 
expressly stipulated, as is the case with Imvros, Tenedos and Rabbit islands). 
Demarcation is thus clear-cut, which is why there is no need to refer by name to all the 
islands and islets in the Aegean. 
 
- The Italo-Turkish Agreements of January 1932 and the additional protocol of 
28.12.1932, on the basis of which the territorial waters of the two countries between 
the coast of Asia Minor and the Dodecanese islands were defined. It should be 
stressed that the Imia islets were ceded to Italy by the Treaty of Lausanne, which is 
easily confirmed by the fact that in Point 30 of the additional Protocol which was 
signed on 28.12.1932 they are referred to as one of the points under Italian 
sovereignty from which the median line dividing the territorial waters between Italy 
and Turkey shall be calculated. 
 
-Under the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty (Article 14), sovereignty of the Dodecanese including the Imia islets was ceded by Italy to Greece.  
Greece thus succeeded Italy as sovereign state over the Dodecanese. 
 
The above legal argument is supported in practice by uninterrupted and peaceful Greek 
sovereignty over the Imia islets since 1947, which was never contested by Turkey 
until the 1995-6 crisis. 
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2. Turkish Claims-Grey Zones 82 
 
From the early Nineties Turkish officials began to develop the novel theory of grey 
zones.  This theory of reinterpreting international agreements challenges Greek 
sovereignty over a number of islands, islets and atolls in the Aegean .  More specifically, 
Turkey maintains that Greek sovereignty extends only to those islands of the Aegean that 
are mentioned by name in the texts of the agreements under which these islands were 
ceded to Greece .  
 
However, the international legal framework which settled the issues of sovereignty in the 
region after the World Wars (1923 Treaty of Lausanne and 1947 Paris Peace Treaty) is 
conclusive and crystal clear. 
 
More specifically, Article 12 of the 1923 Lausanne Treaty provides for the following: the 
decision taken on the 13th February, 1914, by the Conference of London, in virtue of 
Articles 5 of the Treaty of London of the 17th 30th May, 1913, and Article 15 of the 
Treaty of Athens of the 1st 14th November, 1913, which decision was communicated to 
the Greek Government on the 13th February, 1914, regarding the sovereignty of Greece 
over the islands of the Eastern Mediterranean, other than the islands of Imvros, Tenedos 
and Rabbit islands, particularly the islands of Limnos, Samothrace, Mytilene, Chios, 
Samos and Ikaria is confirmed, subject to the provisions of the present Treaty respecting 
the islands placed under the sovereignty of Italy which form the subject of Article 15. 
Except where a provision to the contrary is contained in the present Treaty, the 
islands situated at less than three miles from the Asiatic coast remain under 
Turkeys sovereignty. 
 
According to Article 15 of the Treaty of Lausanne, Turkey renounces in favour of Italy 
all rights and title over the following islands: Stampalia (Astrapalia), Rhodes (Rhodos), 
Calki, Karpathos, Kassos, Tilos, Nisyros, Kalymnos, Leros, Patmos, Lipsos, Symi and 
Kos, which are now occupied by Italy, and the islets dependent thereon, and also over the 
island of Kastellorizo. Furthermore, Article 14 of the Paris Peace Treaty (10.12.1947) 
provides that: Italy hereby cedes to Greece in full sovereignty the Dodecanese islands 
indicated hereafter, namely Astropalia, Rhodes, Calki, Karpathos, Kassos, Tilos, Nisyros, 
Kalymnos, Leros, Patmos, Lipsos, Symi, Kos and Kastellorizo, as well as the adjacent 
islets. 
Despite the clear and incontestable nature of this international legal framework which 
settled the issues of Greek sovereignty in the Aegean, Turkey continues to challenge it, 
consistently invoking the grey zones theory. Apparently in line with this theory, Turkish 
coastal vessels continually violate Greek territorial waters, remaining at length in very 
close proximity to the islets of Imia.  The captains of these Turkish vessels consistently 
refuse to obey the instructions of the Greek coastguard and to withdraw from the area, 
which they persist in calling Turkish territory. 
                                                 
82http://www.ypex.gov.gr/www.mfa.gr/en-US/Policy/Geographic+Regions/South-
Eastern+Europe/Turkey/Turkish+claims/Grey+zones/, accessed Mar 2009 
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3. Military Status of Aegean Islands83 
 
The Greek islands of the Eastern Aegean do not have uniform military status. Various 
international agreements apply:  
-          For the islands of Limnos and Samothrace, the 1923 Lausanne Treaty on 
the Straits, replaced by the 1936 Montreux Treaty. 
-          For the islands of Mytilene, Chios, Samos and Ikaria, the 1923 Lausanne 
Peace Treaty. 
-          For the Dodecanese islands, the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty. 
 
Turkey is the only country that seeks the demilitarisation of the eastern Aegean islands 
without distinction, purposely ignoring the fact that these Greek islands are covered by 
different armament regimes. 
 
More specifically: 
  
1. Limnos and Samothrace:  
 
The demilitarisation of the Greek islands of Limnos and Samothrace along with the 
demilitarisation of the Dardanelles, the Sea of Marmara and the Bosphorus, and the 
Turkish Imvros (Gokceada), Tenedos (Bozcaada) and Rabbit Islands (Tavcan), was 
originally provided for in the 1923 Lausanne Treaty on the Straits. This was annulled by 
the 1936 Montreux Treaty, which, as is categorically stated in its preamble, replaced 
wholesale the aforementioned Lausanne Treaty. 
 
Greece’s right to militarise Limnos and Samothrace was recognised by Turkey, in 
accordance with the letter sent to the Greek Prime Minister on 6th May 1936 by the 
Turkish Ambassador in Athens at the time, Roussen Esref, upon instructions from his 
Government.  The Turkish government reiterated this position when the then Turkish 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Rustu Aras, in his address to the Turkish National Assembly 
on the occasion of the ratification of the Montreux Treaty, unreservedly recognised 
Greeces legal right to deploy troops on Limnos and Samothrace, with the following 
statement: the provisions pertaining to the islands of Limnos and Samothrace, which 
belong to our neighbour and friendly country Greece and were demilitarised in 
application of the 1923 Lausanne Treaty, were also abolished by the new Montreux 
Treaty, which gives us great pleasure, (Gazette of the Minutes of the Turkish National 
Assembly, volume 12, July 31/1936, page 309).  Turkey gave similar assurances during 
the same period on this subject to the governments of interested third countries. 
 
2. The Status of  Mytilene, Chios, Samos and Ikaria  
 
The Lausanne Peace Treaty makes no mention of these islands having been granted 
demilitarised status. The Greek government simply commits to not establishing naval 
                                                 
83 http://www.ypex.gov.gr/www.mfa.gr/en-US/Policy/Geographic+Regions/South-
Eastern+Europe/Turkey/Turkish+claims/Military+status+of+Aegean+Islands/ 
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bases or fortifications there in accordance with Article 13 of the Treaty.  More 
specifically this article specifies that: 
 
"With a view to ensuring the maintenance of peace, the Greek Government undertakes to 
observe the following restrictions in the islands of Mytilene, Chios, Samos and Ikaria: 
 
i.                     No naval base and no fortification will be established in the said 
islands.  
ii.                   Greek military aircraft will be forbidden to fly over the territory of the 
Anatolian coast. Reciprocally, the Turkish Government will forbid their 
military aircraft to fly over the said islands.   
iii.                  The Greek military forces in the said islands will be limited to the 
normal contingent called up for military service, which can be trained on the 
spot, as well as to a force of gendarmerie and police in proportion to the force 
of gendarmerie and police existing in the whole of the Greek territory. 
 
Whilst to date Greece has faithfully implemented these provisions, Turkey has repeatedly 
violated the legal obligations incumbent upon her and continues to do so, despite the fact 
that the same article obliges her not to permit her military aircraft to enter the air space of 
these Greek islands. On the other hand, the same article permits Greece to maintain a 
normal contingent called up for military service, which can be trained on the spot, as well 
as a force of gendarmerie and police. 
 
This apart, it should be stressed that Greece, just like any other country in the world, has 
never ceded her natural right of defence in the event of a threat to her islands or any other 
part of her territory, especially since there has been sufficient proof that over the past 
decades Turkey is acting in an inconsistent manner and in violation of the United Nations 
Charter. More specifically: 
  
I.                    In violation of the Cyprus Treaty of Guarantee, to which Greece is a 
signatory state, Turkey invaded the island in 1974 and despite the numerous 
United Nations Security Council and General Assembly Resolutions to the 
contrary still continues to maintain substantial military forces in the occupied 
territories. 
II.                 Turkey has repeatedly violated Greek Air Space and continues so to do, 
especially the air space over the Greek Aegean islands, which she has a 
contractual obligation to respect. (Article 13, para.2 of the Lausanne Peace 
Treaty).   
III.               Importantly, over the last three decades Turkey has proceeded to an 
unprecedented build-up of military troops, weapons and equipment, as well as 
helicopters and landing craft in points just across on the coast of Asia Minor and 
aimed at the Greek islands, given that there can be no other possible target in the 
area.   
 
This state of affairs, in conjunction with the threat of a casus belli should Greece extend 
her territorial waters to 12 nautical miles as is her legal entitlement, coupled with a more 
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general revisionist tendency in Turkey concerning International Treaties determining the 
status of the Aegean, oblige Greece to be in a state of  preparedness such as will allow 
her if needs be to exercise her right to legitimate defence, as provided for in Article 15 of 
the United Nations Charter and to protect the Greek islands of the Aegean. 
  
 
3. The Status of the Islands of the South-Eastern Aegean (the Dodecanese)  
 
The Dodecanese islands were ceded to Greece in full sovereignty by the Paris Peace 
Treaty between Italy and the Allies in April 1947.  The provisions of this Treaty provided 
for the demilitarisation of these islands: the above islands shall be demilitarised and shall 
remain so.  There is a National Guard presence on the Dodecanese islands, which has 
been declared in accordance with CFE provisions. 
 
Turkey insists that Greece is in violation of the Paris Treaty provisions.  Three important 
parameters should, however, be taken into account: 
1. The fact that Turkey is not a signatory state to this Treaty, which therefore 
constitutes a "res inter alios acta" for Turkey, i.e. an issue pertaining to others.  
According to Article 34 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, a treaty 
does not create obligations or rights for third countries.  
2. The fact that the demilitarised status of the Dodecanese islands was imposed after 
the decisive intervention of the Soviet Union and echoes Moscows political 
intentions at that point in time.  It should, however, be noted that demilitarised 
status lost its raison d’être with the creation of NATO and the Warsaw Pact, as 
incompatible with countries participation in military alliances. Against this 
backdrop demilitarised status ceased to apply to the Italian islands of Pantelaria, 
Lampedusa, Lampione and Linosa, as well as to West Germany on the one hand 
and Bulgaria, Romania, East Germany, Hungary and Finland on the other. It is 
difficult to believe that at the current time, characterized by a general detente, that 
Turkey could demand unilateral demilitarisation within the Atlantic Alliance, 
especially when in all international crises in the broader region of the eastern 
Mediterranean, especially the Gulf crisis and up to 1991, all of Greek territory, 
including of course her air space, territorial waters and all her installations (ports, 
airports) on the Aegean islands were made available and used by NATO forces 
for the purposes of the Alliance.  
3. Everything which has previously been said about Greeces right to legitime 
defence also applies in this case. 
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4. Bilateral Economic Relations Between Greece And Turkey 84 
 
The Economic Cooperation Agreement signed on 4 February 2000 governs the 
institutional framework of Greek-Turkish economic cooperation. With regard to bilateral 
trade relations, an increase has been seen in the volume of trade. According to data from 
the National Statistical Service of Greece, Greeces trade deficit with Turkey came to 
18.6% in 2005, while according to Eurostat data, Turkey ranked fifth among destinations 
for Greek products in the same year. There are, however, certain obstacles, some of 
which are bureaucratic in nature, to the further development of export and investment 
activities in Turkey. 
 
The past six years have seen a significant increase in Greek investments in Turkey. The 
signing of an agreement on mutual promotion and protection of investments (Athens, 20 
January 2001) and the bilateral agreement on the avoidance of double taxation of income 
(2 December 2003) have played a major role in this increase.There is satisfactory 
cooperation in the transport sector. The principal, strategically important, road transport 
project is the linking of Egnatia Odos with the Turkish road network toward Istanbul. At 
the meeting of the Transport Ministers of the two countries in Athens (22 January 2004), 
a Memorandum of Cooperation was signed to develop this link. 
 
Bilateral cooperation on energy issues is also seen as significant. In the natural gas sector, 
a Memorandum of Understanding was initially signed by Greeces Public Gas 
Corporation (DEPA) and Turkeys BOTAS, providing for the construction by 2005 of a 
natural gas pipeline between Karacabey and Komotini. On the margins of the Council of 
EU Energy Ministers (Thessaloniki, 23 February 2003) the relevant inter-state agreement 
was signed. On 3 April 2006, construction was officially begun on the Alexandroupoli-
Komotini section of the natural gas pipeline, and the celebratory opening ceremony for 
the whole project took place in Evros (3 July 2005), with the Prime Ministers of the two 
countries in attendance. 
 
The framework for bilateral tourism cooperation is determined by the cooperation 
agreement of 2001. At the first meeting of the Greek-Turkish Joint Committee on 
Tourism (5 February 2003), a relevant protocol was signed. Greece ranks fourth among 
countries whose citizens visit Turkey, while the number of Turkish tourists who visit 
Greece is very small. In 2005, 585,000 Greeks visited Turkey, up from 485,000 in 2004. 
 
Educational and cultural relations between the two countries are regulated by the bilateral 
Agreement on Cultural Cooperation, which came into force on 19 July 2001. Within the 
framework of this agreement, an educational-cultural programme renewable every two 
years has been established. Cooperation between the two sides is also being expanded in 
the sectors of culture and education (awarding of grants, establishing of Greek- and 
Turkish-studies centres), the sciences, youth, sport, etc. 
                                                 
84 http://www.ypex.gov.gr/www.mfa.gr/en-US/Policy/Geographic+Regions/South-
Eastern+Europe/Turkey/Approach/Bilateral+financial-commercial+relations/ accessed on Mar 2009. 
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Appendix: Turkish Synopsis85 
Republic of Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affairs  
1. The Kardak Dispute 86 
On January 28, 1996, the Government of Greece issued bellicose statements regarding 
the status of the Kardak Rocks, a mere 3.8 miles off the coast of Turkey in the Aegean 
Sea. This is yet another example of unfounded Greek claims to sovereignty even at 3.8 
miles and results from long-standing bilateral disputes concerning the Aegean, including 
territorial waters, demilitarization of the Aegean islands, air space and the continental 
shelf.  
Turkey is committed to defusing, rather than increasing, tension in this region. The 
dispute over the Kardak Rocks and other small islands and islets in the region, as well as 
the delimitation of the territorial waters, is an ongoing one. In creating a problem by 
extending its sovereignty to the islands beyond those ceded to Athens in 1947, Greece is 
acting irresponsibly by increasing tensions for domestic political consumption and by 
trying to involve others in the international community in the fray.  
It is obvious that the possession of small islands, islets and rocks in the Aegean the status 
of which have not been clearly defined by international documents has yet to be 
determined by agreement. Therefore, attempts by Greece to inhabit the small islands, 
islets and rocks in question, in an artificial and demonstrative fashion, can in no way 
create any legal consequences in regard to their status.  
The Government of Turkey is ready to enter into negotiations with Greece, with a view to 
determining the possession of small islands, islets and rocks in the Aegean. After such 
negotiations, the issue of delimitation of the territorial waters could also be discussed and 
resolved. In the meantime, Turkey would like to suggest that the parties refrain from any 
unilateral act that would aggravate the situation in the region. 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
85 Emphasis in bold letters, underlines, and highlighted background is added to point out specific 
arguments and developments. 
86 http://www.mfa.gov.tr/the-kardak-dispute.en.mfa, accessed Mar 2009. 
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2. Background Note on Aegean Dispute87 
 
The Aegean Status Quo 
Turkey and Greece being the two littoral states have legitimate rights and interests in the 
Aegean Sea. These involve their security, economy and other traditional rights 
recognized by international law. Turkish-Greek differences over the Aegean are related to 
the Aegean status quo established by the 1923 Lausanne Peace Treaty. The Lausanne 
Treaty established a political balance between Greece and Turkey by harmonizing the 
vital interests of both countries including those in the Aegean.  
Turkey fully respects the provisions of Lausanne and in return expects Greece to act in 
the same manner. It is true that in 1923, the continental shelf concept was not 
foreseen. Nevertheless, the inherent balance of the Lausanne Treaty in the Aegean is a 
guideline in all respects, including the continental shelf. The basic thinking of the 
Lausanne Treaty is, to grant to coastal States limited areas of maritime jurisdiction and 
leave the remaining parts of the Aegean to the common benefit of Turkey and Greece. It 
is clear that if one of the littoral States unilaterally extends its jurisdiction in the Aegean 
and deprives the other coastal State from exercising its existing rights, it is no longer 
possible to speak of the Lausanne balance in the Aegean. Consequently,the bilateral 
Turco-Greek relationship in the Aegean has to be based on the following principles:  
 
 The Aegean is a common sea between Turkey and Greece.  
 The freedoms of the high seas and the air space above it, which at present both 
coastal States as well as third countries enjoy, should not be impaired.  
 Any acquisition of new maritime areas should be based on mutual consent and 
should be fair and equitable.  
 
The fundamental source of tension between Turkey and Greece is the Greek 
perception to regard the entire Aegean as a Greek sea in total disregard of Turkey's 
rights and interests as one of the coastal states. Turkish policy is based on respect for 
the status quo whereas Greece appears determined to alter it in its favor. The threat of 
extending Greek territorial waters beyond their present width of 6 miles ( Greece 
extended her territorial waters from 3 miles to 6 miles in 1936,Turkey followed suit in 
1964), the remilitarization of the Eastern Aegean Islands placed under demilitarized 
status by virtue of the very agreements ceding them to Greece, a 10 mile "national air 
space" over territorial waters of 6, abuse of the FIR responsibility as if it confers 
sovereignty (request of flight plans from state aircraft and allegations of "violations of" 
Athens FIR) can be counted among these efforts which are the real underlying causes of 
the Turco-Greek conflict. 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
87 http://www.mfa.gov.tr/background-note-on-aegean-dispute.en.mfa, accessed Mar 2009. 
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The Continental Shelf 
 
The Aegean continental shelf constitutes a dispute between Turkey and Greece in the 
absence of a delimitation agreement affected between the two countries. The 
Continental Shelf dispute is but one essential element among the outstanding differences. 
It has a bearing on the overall equilibrium of rights and interests in the Aegean. The 
dispute concerns the areas of continental shelf to be attributed to Turkey and Greece 
beyond the 6 mile territorial sea in the Aegean. Turkey stands ready to engage in a 
dialogue with Greece with a view to finding an equitable settlement of the issue that will 
be to the best interest of the two countries. The issue of the Continental Shelf has in the 
past led to tensions between Turkey and Greece. Greece has made recourse to the UN 
Security Council and the International Court of Justice with the below results:  
 
 The UN Security Council in its Resolution 395, adopted in 25 August 1976, 
called upon Turkey and Greece to do everything in their power to reduce tensions 
in the Aegean and asked them to resume direct negotiations over their differences 
and appealed to them to ensure that these negotiations result in mutually 
acceptable solutions.  
 The International Court of Justice in its ruling on 11 September 1976, determined 
the Aegean continental shelf beyond the territorial waters of the two littoral states 
as "areas in dispute" with respect to which both Turkey and Greece claim rights of 
exploration and exploitation. Furthermore, the International Court of Justice, in a 
decision taken in 1982, stated that "delimitation is to be effected by agreement in 
accordance with equitable principles and taking into account all relevant 
circumstances."  
 Subsequent to the International Court of Justice ruling and the Security Council 
Resolution, Turkey and Greece signed the 1976 Bern Agreement. Under the terms 
of this Agreement, the two governments have, inter alia, assumed the obligation 
to refrain from any initiative or act concerning the Aegean continental shelf. This 
specific obligation was observed by both countries over several years and thus it 
was possible to avert the dispute concerning the Aegean continental shelf from 
escalating into tensions and confrontations.  
 
However Greece, who terminated the negotiating process with Turkey in 1981, started 
seismic and related activities and planned drilling operations in the disputed areas of the 
Aegean continental shelf in 1981.These activities which were open violations of the 
Bern Agreement have formed the main cause of the March 1987 crisis between 
Turkey and Greece. This crisis over drilling beyond territorial waters was in fact the 
culmination of unilateral actions perpetrated by Greece as regards the Aegean. The crisis 
was averted and the "Davos Process", leading to meetings between Foreign Ministers and 
Prime Ministers was initiated. The process however yielded no tangible results on the 
major issues, due mainly to Greek insistence that the Agenda of the negotiations could 
contain no reference to the Aegean issues. 
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The Territorial Waters 
Another vital element of the delicate balance of rights and interests in the Aegean sea is 
the breadth of the territorial waters. Under the present 6 mile limit,Greek territorial sea 
comprises approximately 43.5 percent of the Aegan sea. For Turkey the same percentage 
is 7.5 percent. The remaining 49 percent is high seas. It is evident that the extension by 
Greece of her territorial waters beyond the present 6 miles in the Aegean, would have 
most inequitable implications and would, therefore, constitute an abuse of right. If the 
breadth of Greek territorial waters is extended to 12 miles due to the existence of the 
islands, Greece would acquire approximately 71.5 percent of the Aegean sea, while 
Turkey's share would increase to only 8.8 percent. The Aegean high seas would diminish 
to 19.7 percent. The impact of such a Greek extension of its territorial waters would be to 
deprive Turkey, one of the two coastal states of the Aegean, from her basic right of 
access to high seas from her territorial waters, the economic benefits derived from the 
Aegean, scientific research, etc. Any increase beyond 6 miles is totally unacceptable to 
Turkey.  
 
 
The Air Space 
 
Another issue is the problem of Aegean air space. Half of the Aegean airspace is 
international airspace. The two littoral states, Greece and Turkey, have freely used this 
area under the provisions and procedures of international law. International airspace 
over the high seas is not under the sovereignty of any nation. According to 
international law, the breadth of national airspace has to correspond to the breadth of 
territorial sea. This is clearly reflected in Articles 1 and 2 the Chicago Convention of 
1944 on civil aviation. The core of the conflict on the Aegean airspace is the persistent 
abuse of "Flight Information Region" responsibility by Greece as if this responsibility 
entails sovereign rights.  
The FIR arrangement on the Aegean Airspace devised in 1952, within the framework of 
ICAO (International Civil Aviation Organization), is a technical responsibility. Greece, 
however, is using it to further its claims of de facto sovereignty over the Aegean airspace 
by demanding flight plans from Turkish state aircraft and allegations of "infringements of 
the Athens FIR". Besides the abuse of its FIR responsibility, Greece claims a 10 nautical 
mile national airspace over territorial waters of 6 nautical miles. This arbitrary claim is 
a Greek attempt to reduce the international airspace of the Aegean by 50 percent. 
 
The Demilitarized Status of the Eastern Aegean Islands 
 
One of the basic elements of the political balance established by the 1923 Lausanne 
Peace Treaty in the Aegean is the status of the Eastern Aegean islands. Due to the 
security requirements of Turkey, the demilitarized status of the Eastern Aegean islands 
has been an essential element of the Aegean status quo ever since they were placed under 
Greek sovereignty. The Athens Decision of l9l4 by the Six Powers stipulated a 
demilitarized status for the islands then being turned over to Greece. Articles l2 and 
Article l3 of the l923 Lausanne Peace Treaty and Article 4 of its annexed Convention 
confirmed this status. The Convention specifically provided that the islands of Lemnos 
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and Samothrace, situated at the entrance of the Çanakkale Straits (Dardanelles), be 
demilitarized on an even stricter basis, thus emphasizing their vital importance for the 
security of the Straits.  
The l936 Montreux Convention, which established the regime of the Turkish Straits, did 
not bring any change to the status of the islands. The l947 Treaty of Paris turned over the 
islands, commonly referred to as the "Dodecanese", to Greece. This Treaty also sought to 
reconcile Greek sovereignty over these islands with the security of Turkey by stipulating 
in Article l4 that "these islands shall be and shall remain demilitarized". However, Greece 
has been violating the demilitarized status of the islands in contravention of her 
contractual obligations since the 1960's and has admitted a military presence on some of 
these Islands since the 1970's. Turkey formally raised the issue of the illegal military 
activities on the islands as early as mid- 60's and protested these violations of Greek 
obligation to keep the islands demilitarized. Contrary to the status of Eastern Aegean 
islands, the Turkish territories including the Aegean Region is not under such a 
demilitarized status. The Aegean army is basically a training army. This army has been 
established in Turkey on legal ground and has a defensive character. On the other hand, 
the recent deployment of EXOCET guided missile batteries which are offensive weapons 
on islands under demilitarized status is a further example of blatant violation of existing 
international agreements.  
 
The Conflicting Claims over the Small Islets and Rocks in the Aegean and the 
Kardak Crisis 
 
There are numerous small islets and rocks in the Aegean ownership of which is not 
determined by international treaties. Most of those features can not sustain human 
habitation and have no economic life of their own. Greece has attempted to change their 
status by opening some of those geographical features to artificial settlement. To this end, 
Greece has enacted laws and regulations that have no bearing from the point of 
international law. Turkey regards this new Greek policy as another attempt to establish 
"fait accomplis" with a view to close-off the Aegean Sea as a Greek lake.  
 
The recent crisis over the Kardak rocks has erupted by coincidence in such an atmosphere 
when Greece was making announcements for recruitment of potential settlers from all 
over the world to some of these small islets and rocks. It is obvious that such a 
recruitment and settlement effort is in total disregard of the environmental concerns and 
the fragility of the ecosystems of the small islands and rocks in the Aegean. In addition, it 
is yet another proof of Greece's thirst for territorial expansion beyond areas ceded to her 
by the Lausanne Peace Treaty of 1923 and the Paris Peace Treaty of 1947.  
The Kardak rocks lie just 3.8 nautical miles off the Turkish coast. The title deed of the 
rocks are registered on the Karakaya village of Bodrum prefecturate, Muğla 
province. For years Turkish fishermen have engaged in fishing activities on and around 
these rocks without any hinderance and Turkish vessels have navigated freely through the 
waters surrounding them. The series of events started by pure coincidence with the 
running aground of a Turkish bulk carrier named "Figen Akat" near these rocks on 25 
December 1995.  
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In the following weeks there was no crisis. It all changed on 20 January 1996, nearly 
a month later, when the incident was leaked into the Greek periodical "GRAMMA" 
which is known to be close to the Greek Government. This leak took place only the 
day after Mr.Simitis was named to form the new Greek Government. A media 
campaign was launched by the Greek press with nationalistic overtones. Then the 
Mayor of Kalimnos, a Greek island 5.5 nautical miles away from the Kardak rocks 
took upon himself to come to the rocks on 26 January and raise the Greek flag. 
Incidentally, the Greek flag had never been hoisted on the Kardak rocks before. In 
spite of this provocative action, the official Turkish reaction was very moderate. 
However, some Turkish journalists, no doubt concerned primarily with the circulation of 
their paper, hoisted the Turkish flag over Kardak the next day. This flag hoisting 
competition by individuals could have been considered innocent, had not the Greek side 
taken a decision to send troops to the Kardak rocks. This was an act of aggression or 
armed hostility against Turkish sovereignty. In the assessment of the crisis, one should 
never lose sight of this illegal Greek deployment on the Kardak rocks.  
 
The Legal Framework Concerning the Kardak Issue 
 
The Greek side tries to base her sovereignty over the Kardak rocks and over some other 
similar islets and rocks on 4 January 1932 and 28 December 1932 Turkish-Italian 
documents. Her succession of the Italian titles in the Aegean through the 1947 Paris 
Peace Treaty.  
It is interesting to note that there is no mention of any "Imia Islet" in these documents. 
The 4 January 1932 Agreement does not concern the Kardak Rocks. A reference was 
made to the Kardak Rocks in the 28 December 1932 Document. However, legal 
procedures with regard to the latter were not completed. Neither was it registered with the 
League of Nations. Article 18 of the Covenant of the League of Nations reads as follows; 
"Every Treaty or International Engagement entered into hereinafter by any Member of 
the League shall be forthwith registered with the Secretariat and shall as soon as possible 
be published by it. No such Treaty or International Engagement shall be binding until so 
registered." Therefore, no legally binding document exists in this respect. That Italy has 
approached the Turkish Government in 1937 raising the issue of ratification of the 28 
December 1932 document is an additional indication against its validity. This Italian 
demarche was never responded to and no such action was ever taken.  
The Greek proposal submitted during the negotiations of the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty to 
make a reference to the 1932 two documents was not accepted, and no such reference 
was included in the text of the Treaty. The fact that Greece has approached the Turkish 
Government in 1950 and yet again in 1953 proposing talks with a view to exchanging 
letters between the two Governments ascertaining the validity of the above-mentioned 
two documents between Turkey and Greece shows that Greece also had doubts as to their 
validity.  
The only document that may be referred to regarding the sovereignty of Dodecanese 
islands, as already been pointed out, is the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty. This Treaty in its 
Article 14 enumerates those islands to be transfered to Greek sovereignty one by one. 
Kardak, is not mentioned among these. The Kardak formations are not "islets" but two 
rocks. They lie 5.5 miles away from the nearest Dodecanese island. Therefore they do not 
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fit into the definition of "adjacent islets" as stipulated by the Article 14 of the said 
Treaty. In addition this Article also envisages a demilitarized statues for the Dodecanese 
Islands. Greece has been blatantly violating this demilitarized status since the mid 1960's. 
The treaty has established a direct link between sovereignty of Dodecanese islands that 
are so close to the Turkish mainland and their demilitarized status, taking into 
consideration the security requirements of Turkey. A similar arrangement has been also 
stipulated by the 1923 Lausanne Peace Treaty concerning the North Eastern Aegean 
islands. Their demilitarized status is also being violated by Greece. This issue is one of 
the main disputes between Greece and Turkey. For ease of reference the text of the 
Article 14 of the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty is quoted hereafter.  
"1-Italy hereby cedes to Greece in full sovereignty the Dodacanese Islands indicated 
hereafter, namley Stampalia (Astropalia), Rhodes (Rhodos), Calki (Kharki), Scarpanto, 
Casos (Casso), Piscopis (Tilos), Misiros (Niyros), Calimnos (Kalymnos), Leros, Patmos, 
Lipsos (Lipso), Simi (Symi), Cos (Kos) and Castellorizo, as well as the adjacent islets.  
2-These islands shall be and shall remain demilitarized."  
 
An Initiative for Peace 
 
An eventual settlement on the Aegean issues will only be viable and lasting if it is built 
on the fundamental rights and legitimate interests of both countries. The way forward for 
such an outcome is discussions on differences to be carried out on the basis of mutual 
respect and with a willingness to reach a compromise. Therefore, Turkey's basic line has 
been that the meaningful and result oriented negotiations to be held between Turkey and 
Greece should be the only way for a settlement of the Aegean issues. After the recent 
crises which had proved once again the escalatory nature of the Turkish-Greek relations 
in the Aegean, Turkey has adopted a more flexible approach for a solution. Within this 
context, on 24 March 1996, the Turkish Government launched an all-encompassing new 
initiative concerning Turkish-Greek relations. This new initiative has four basic and 
distinct dimensions:  
 
 It does not exclude any mechanism for a peaceful solution for the existing 
problems in the Aegean. It foresees a comprehensive and peaceful resolution 
process.  
 It proposes a political framework to this end. This can be achieved in the form of 
a Political Document or Declaration to be finalized by the two countries or 
through an Agreement of Friendship and Cooperation.  
 It also puts forward a security framework to be realized by swift agreement 
between the two countries on a comprehensive set of Confidence Building 
Measures related to military activities.  
 Finally, this initiative lays the ground for a code of conduct to be abided by the 
two sides, so that both Turkey and Greece avoid unilateral steps and actions that 
could increase tension, once the process of peaceful settlement is under way.  
Turkey harbors no intention towards altering the status quo in the Aegean through 
unilateral steps and de facto actions. She does however expect Greece to 
undertake the same commitment.  
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The new initiative as put forward by the Turkish Prime Minister, reflects a long terms 
approach vis-à-vis Turkish-Greek relations. Turkey has always given priority to dialogue 
to be carried out by the two countries for a possible peaceful solution to the existing 
problems. However, with this new initiative Turkey, while pointing out to the fact that 
dialogue is essential between the two countries, states that she does not rule out from the 
outset any other peaceful method based on mutual acceptance. Turkey has no prejudices 
in this respect. She is prepared to discuss with goodwill appropriate third party methods 
of settlement. The form, conditions and legal requirements of such methods can be taken 
up in detail in the course of talks. We sincerely hope that Greece will stand up to her 
responsibilities and not lose this historic opportunity. Even though the first reactions on 
the part of the Greek media are negative, we hope common sense will prevail in Athens 
and the Greek leaders will not shrink away from their responsibilities.  
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3. Recent Developments88 
Relations between Turkey and Greece are fundamentally based on the 1923 Lausanne 
Treaty and the balance of mutual rights and interests is set up by this Treaty. Over the 
years, the scope of Turkish-Greek relations was defined by lack of dialogue between the 
two countries. The potential risks inherent in such a relationship became most evident in 
March 1987 during the continental shelf crisis and in 1996 during the Kardak dispute. 
The Rapprochement Process  
After a long-lasting period of tension and mistrust between the two countries, Turkish-
Greek relations  entered a totally new era  in July 1999.  Turkey, in May 1999, in the 
wake of the exposure of Greece’s involvement with Öcalan, the leader of the PKK 
terrorist organization, proposed Greece to conclude an agreement on cooperation against 
terrorism. In response to this constructive step, Greece suggested to set up cooperation in 
a wider range of fields (tourism, environment, culture, trade and regional development) 
including combating against terrorism. Thus, the two Ministers [Jem- Papandreou] 
instructed their respective ministries to initiate a process of consultation and joint work 
on bilateral issues. In July 1999, Turkish-Greek joint committees started to hold talks in a 
spirit of cooperation, which yielded positive results.  
Rapprochement between the Turkish and Greek peoples after the devastating earthquakes 
each suffered in 1999 provided another stimulus to the intense diplomatic efforts for the 
improvement of bilateral relations. If the tragedy that the two countries survived had one 
positive aspect, it was the reaffirmation of human solidarity by Turkish and Greek 
peoples. Following the earthquakes, Turkey and Greece also co-sponsored a joint 
resolution for the very first time in the history of the UN, on the establishment of a 
"Joint Standby Disaster Response Unit" for which works are still going on.The 
endorsement of Turkey's candidacy to the EU at the Helsinki European Council on 10 
December 1999 was another positive step for further progress in Turkish-Greek bilateral 
relations. 
Bilateral meetings and exchanges of views between the respective Prime Ministers and 
Foreign Ministers of the two countries laid down the political ground for promoting and 
reinforcing ongoing cooperation and dialogue process.   High level contacts and visits 
have also been instrumental in keeping the momentum of this process. For example, the 
visit of the Prime Minister of the Republic of Turkey, H.E. Mr. Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, to 
Greece on 6-8 May 2004 constituted the first visit of a Turkish Prime Minister to Greece 
after sixteen years. The following mechanisms have been established in this new era: 
exchange of  regular visits between  the Ministers of Foreign Affairs; exploratory 
contacts regarding the  Aegean issues; regular political consultations; proceedings of the  
working groups  under the auspices of Steering Committee; and talks on Confidence 
Building Measures (CBM). As for the other recent high level visits; Deputy Prime 
                                                 
88 http://www.mfa.gov.tr/turkish-greek-relations.en.mfa, accessed Mar 2009. 
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Minister and the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Turkey, H.E. Abdullah Gül visited Athens 
on 21-22 October 2003. This visit enabled both sides to review all aspects of the Turkish-
Greek relations and in particular the process of dialogue and cooperation between Turkey 
and Greece, which has led to mutual understanding and concrete results in various fields. 
The visit of the former Minister of Foreign Affairs of Greece, Mr. Petros Moliviatis, on 
12-13 April 2005 and the visit of Mrs. Dora Bakoyanni, the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of Greece, on 8-10 June 2006 offered good occasions to exchange views on all aspects of 
the bilateral relations between Turkey and Greece. Mr. Ali Babacan, the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs of Turkey, paid an official visit to Greece on 3-5 December 2007. The 
visit was quite useful and provided opportunity to take up all the relevant bilateral and 
regional issues with a view to improving the relations between the two countries.  Mr. 
Babacan also visited Komotini, where the Turkish Muslim Minority lives. Mr. Kostas 
Karamanlis, the Prime Minister of Greece, paid an official visit to Turkey on 23-25 
January 2008. The visit carried symbolic significance as it was the first visit of a Greek 
Prime Minister to Turkey in the last 49 years. During the visit, the leaders of the two 
countries reiterated their commitments to the further improvement of the Turkish-Greek 
bilateral relations in all areas. Lastly, Mrs. Dora Bakoyannis, the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of Greece, paid a working visit to Turkey on 7-8 March 2008. The exploratory 
contacts, launched in March 2002, paved the way for the first time after so many years, to 
exchange views on the whole range of Aegean issues and on possible means of their 
peaceful settlement.  Political consultations enable Turkey and Greece to explore out 
each other’s views and positions on various regional and international issues. Due to the 
exhaustive efforts of the working groups, 33 agreements (including the protocols and 
memorandums of understanding) were signed between Turkey and Greece so far. Thus, 
the legal framework of the bilateral relations between Turkey and Greece has been 
completed. Within the framework of the Confidence Building Measures (CBM) 
Process, which is instrumental in reinforcing the mutual trust required to settle security 
related issues between the two countries,   24 CBMs have been adopted. 
‘The Agreement Between The Government of the Republic of Turkey And The 
Government of the Hellenic Republic for the construction of a second border  crossing 
road bridge between the two countries in the area of the Kipi-Ipsala border crossing’ was 
signed during the visit of Mrs. Bakoyanni in June 2006. The prevailing constructive 
atmosphere has also positive implications on the development of closer ties and 
achievement of concrete results   in various fields such as trade, energy and 
transportation.The inauguration of Karacabey-Komotini Natural Gas Pipeline on 18 
November 2007 constitutes a milestone in the energy cooperation between Turkey and 
Greece and proves the potential of the two countries to contribute to the diversification of 
EU’s energy routes. The scope of cooperation in the field of culture has also been 
expanding. Especially non governmental organizations took the lead in the intensification 
of the people to people ties and cultural exchanges between the two countries.  
The friendly relations between Turkey and Greece based upon mutual respect, 
understanding and trust have importance not only for the economic welfare and political 
stability of the two countries but also for the enhancement of the peace, stability and 
security in the region. 
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Map of the Russian Navy 
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USAF Map 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Turkish_German Map  
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British Maps 
 
 
 
 
Turkish maps 
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Anthropo-geography of the time and a few books (with representative covers, 
personified or not): 
 
Greece (Simitis, Pagkalos, Lymperes, Koures,Arsenis, Charalampopoulos) 
   
 
 
 
Turkey (Ciller, Yilmaz, Erbacan, Turkish Security Council )  
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Eleftherios K. Venizelos for the award of the Nobel Peace Prize to be bestowed upon the 
founder of the Republic of Turkey, Mustafa Kemal Pasha (Ataturk). 
           Athens, January 12, 1934 
Mister President, 
 
For almost seven centuries the whole of the Near East and a large part of Central Europe was a 
theatre for bloody wars. The main cause of this was the Ottoman Empire and the absolutist 
regime of the Sultans. 
The subjugation of Christian peoples, the religious wars of the Cross against the Crescent which 
inevitably followed, and the successive resurgences of all the peoples who aspired to their 
liberation, created a situation which remained a permanent source of danger as long as the 
Ottoman Empire retained the imprint of the Sultans. 
 
The foundation of the Turkish Republic in 1922, when the national movement of Moustafa Kemal 
Pasha triumphed over its adversaries, put a definitive end to that state of instability and 
intolerance. Indeed, very rarely has such a radical change been achieved in so short a time in the 
life of a nation. 
 
An empire in decline, living under a theocratic regime where the notions of law and religion 
intermingled, was turned into a modern nation state, full of vigour and life. 
 
Through the impetus given by the great reformer Moustafa Kemal Pasha, the absolutist regime of 
the Sultans was abolished, and the state became truly secular. The whole nation embraced 
progress, rightly ambitious to be present at the forefront of civilized peoples. But the 
consolidation of peace went hand in hand with all the internal reforms which gave the new, 
predominantly ethnic Turkish state the image it has nowadays. Indeed, Turkey did not hesitate to 
accept legally the loss of provinces inhabited by other nationalities and, satisfied with the ethnic 
and political borders defined by the treaties, she became a true pillar for peace in the Near East. 
 
We, the Greeks, who had been driven for centuries of bloody battles into continuous 
confrontation with Turkey, were the first to feel the effects of the deep change which  
occurred in that country, the successor of the old Ottoman Empire. 
 
Having discerned, very soon after the catastrophe in Asia Minor, the opportunity of an 
understanding with reborn Turkey - which came out of the war as a national state-we offered her 
our hand which she took with sincerity. This rapprochement, which shows that even peoples 
divided by the most serious differences can come closer to each other when they become filled 
with the sincere desire for peace, was beneficial both for the two countries involved and for 
keeping the peace in the Near East. 
 
The man to whom this invaluable contribution to the cause of peace is due is, of course, the 
President of the Turkish Republic, Moustafa Kemal Pasha. 
 
Thus, I have the honour, as the leader of the Hellenic Government in 1930, when the signature of 
the Greek-Turkish pact marked a new era in the march of the Near East  
towards peace, to propose Moustafa Kemal Pasha as a candidate for the distinguished honour of 
the Nobel Peace Prize. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
E.K.Veniselos 
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